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PUBLISHERS’ NOTE 


This treatise, which is the second of ‘The Essential.’ 

series, the first being ‘The Essential Adi Sankara”, is a faithful 

r w 

translation of Sri Satchidananadendra Saraswati Swamiji’s Kannada 

r * 

gem of “Sri Gaudapada Hridaya” into English for the benefit 
of those true seakers who do not have the facility of understand¬ 
ing this regional language. This is yet another prestigious book 
published by our Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarsipur, 
Hassan District, Karnataka - 573211 with a view to propagating 

W 

the pristine pure Sankara Vedanta, cleansed of the alien doctrines 
interpoalated into the renowned Vedantic titerature of the original 
Sankara Bhashyas. Sri Gaudapada, who was the grand-preceptor 
of Sri Sankara, had written a solitary treatise called - ‘Mandukya 
Karikas” which are based on the shortest Upanishad, Mandukya, 
comprising a mere 12 mantras. This terse Upanishad is utilizing 
one of the most important and the subtlest methodologies based 
on the axiom of Superimposition and Rescission, and the very 
fact that Sri Gaudapada chose this brief Upanishad to write his 
elaborates commentary vouches for the importance and promi¬ 
nence that is given by all spiritual preceptors. It would not, for 
that reason, be an exaggeration if it is stated that whosoever 

masters this principal methodology adopted subtly by these illus- 
_ / 

trious Acharyas and as explained and elucidated by our Sri 
Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swamiji of revered memory, can 
never miss the real purport behind the gemine teachings of this 
ancient school of non-dualism, Advaita Vedanta. 

We are confident that this treatise translated by Sri D. B. 
Gangolli, an ardent follower of Sri Swamiji, will benefit all those 
who patiently study this book and adopt a way of life in 
consonance with these profound tenets. 


1st November 1997 
Holenarasipur. 


Chairman 

Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya 
(Public Charitable Trust) 




CONTENTS 


• • 

Fore ward .... 1_1V 

Preface •••• 1*33 

Introduction .... 1*25 

Agama Prakarana .... 1-103 

Vaitathya Prakarana .... 104-208 

Advaita Prakarana .... 209-361 

Alatashanti Prakarana .... 362-560 

Errata : Through inadvertence several errors 
have crept in. The errata is given at the end. 

The inconvenience is deeply regretted. 


FOREWORD 


Upanishads are an unparallelled treasure of supreme spiritual 
wisdom. Of all the Upanishads the Vedas include, the Mandukya 
has a distinct place of excellence and charm. Philosophy intends 
to probe into existence and knowledge and unearth the ultimate 
source of both. In other Upanishads the external objective exist¬ 
ence is the subject of enquiry, whereas Mandukya presents a 
distinct difference, which makes it brief but compulsive. 

The text of Mandukya Upanishad consists of twelve mantras 
in which the seventh stands paramount. It describes the Ultimate 
Reality, Brahman, to be the supra - consciousness, distinct from 
all the other levels of consciousness normally accessible to us. 
This supra - consciousness is described as “Santam Sivam and 
Advaitam. This is the Atma and this indeed is to be known” 
spells out the mantra. 

To illustrate and explain the process of Sadhana the Upanishad 
esents the monosyllable Om, relating its three component syl- 
ibles A, U and M to the three states of man’s awareness, 
wakefulness (Jagrat), dream (Svapna) and deep sleep (Sushupti). 

The Upanishad’s revelations have their own exclusive 
sanctity and are to be honoured and accepted outright. But 
whatever the Upanishads present are not without reason and 
verification. In fact, the entire gamut of Upanishads aim at 
inculcating in the seeker his own personal testimony for which 
a foil ‘Sadhana’ is laid down. But scriptural pronouncements, 
supported by one’s own direct experience cannot be without the 
stamp of reason or ‘Yukti’. Only when all the three - ‘Sruti’, 
‘Yukti’ and ‘AnuUhuva’ (scriptures, reason and direct experience) 
blend well the findings become final and unassailable. 

Assigning reason or ‘Yukti’ its supreme place in the field 
of religion and spiritual life, Sri Gaudapada presents three 
sections of Karika - Vaitathya, Advaita and Alatasanti. By these 
he first proves, on the basis of relentless reason, the unauthentic, 
illu sive character of the objectivity of our experience. He then 


establi shed the nondual nature of existence as well as conscious- 

♦ 

ness and finally disposes of all possible arguments against these 
findings. 

The Prakaranas of Sri Gaudapada are held with as much 
esteem and sanctity as the Upanishadic mantras themselves. Unlike 
in other parts of the world, in this blessed country the 
philosophers are always ascetics and sages, proving thereby that 
their philosophical effort is not at all an intellecutal pursuit but 
a full-fledged religio- spiritual mission with the sole aim of 
realizing the Supreme Reality and thereby fulfilling the main 
purpose of human life on this earth. 

Is the objective existence around us true and absolute in 
nature and purpose ? Or is it merely a subject of perception 
alone ? This is the basic question the Karikas pose and discuss. 
Perception is the outcome of the ‘perceiving process’. And 
‘perceiving’ is a process which proceeds from the ‘perceiver’. 
There cannot be an ‘action’ except when the ‘actor’ is first there. 
An ‘action’ is a phase of expression of the ‘actor’. An ‘actor’ 
becomes so only when the ‘action’ proceeds. Before the action 
proceeded, one cannot think of any. actor at all. The twins of 
‘actor and action’ emerge at one stroke. Dissociated from 
‘action’, the ‘actor’ becomes inconceivable. Something distinct 
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from ‘actorhood’ and ‘action’ has thus to be thought of, as the 
Eternal Presence. 

The objective world, or objectivity, around us, however 
huge and imposing it may be, is not a full-fledged or absolute 
perception, the Karika sets forth. For the duration and condition 
in which the external objects are perceived, consitute only a part 
of our life and consciousness. We are conscious of the world, 
but only during our wakeful state. Wakeful state by itself does 
not complete or exhaust our consciousness, either its potential or 
expression. Besides wakefulness (Jagrat), we have two more 
distinct states. One is the dream (Svapna) and the other the deep 
sleep (Sushupti). 

Sushupti or deep sleep is an undisturbed, unbroken long 
enough state, which does extend to several hours of the day - 
nearly or more than one third of the day. It can extend even 



beyond. The same T which remains wakeful and thereby per¬ 
ceives through the senses the objective world, withdraws itself 
into ‘Sushupti’, to drop all wakeful perceptions altogether. How 
can a perception be held true, if it is subsequently nullified like 
this ? The ‘I’ brings in sleep all by itself, independently, 
uncomprehending anything else, even the body, mind and intel¬ 
ligence. Besides this deep sleep, we have also the solely inward 
dream state, which, whenever it transpires, succeeds sleep. The 

f 

dream state brings in altogether a new world, new objects, new 
values and new responses. Thus the dream state fully contradicts 
and invalidates wakefulness. 

Should not the rational man evaluate the objective world, 
taking his stand on all the three states together ? Instantly, 
objectivity proves itself to be unauthentic and illusory. What is 
then the ground or substratum of this illusion ? If the whole 
existence around us falls as illusory, its substratum has necessarily 
to be not anywhere outside, but solely inside. The very ‘I’, which 
undergoes all by itself the three of wakefulness, deep sleep and 
dream, and which endures alike in all of them, can alone be and 
is the substratum for all the states. Everything the ‘I’ produces 
and perceives is illusory but the ‘I’ itself is not. 

That the Self of the Upanishads which the entire Vedas 
extol is the only source of creation and is the Ultimate Reality, 
is what the Karikas argue out and establish. The scriptural 
Upanishad thus derives a confirmation and enrichment in the 
hands of the Karika. 

r 

Swami Sacchidananda Saraswati, a staunch and loyal Sarikarite, 
has written elaborately bringing forth the essential content and 
message of Sri Gaudapada’s Karika and the excellent reasoning 
set forth there. This work rendered in a regional language has 
now been made available to larger audience in an international 
medium by Sri D. B. Gangolli, who has authored a free 
translation of Swami Sacchidananda Saraswati’s original compo¬ 
sition. By this a large scope is thrown open by the author which 
will make Swami Sacchidananda Saraswati’s thoughts available 
to the world over. 

These days when the Upanishadic, Epic and philosophical 


thoughts constituing Vedanta are sought more and more by 
thinkers and students in the world, Sri Gangolli’s effort at 
publishing this book is quite timely and beneficial . One can hope 
that his efforts will be properly rewarded and enough of reading 
and introspection will take place in the field of Upanishadic 
thoughot, especially the distinguished Mandukyopanishad and Sri 
Gaudapada’s Karika on it. 

Mandukya Upanishad is incomplete without Gaudapadakarika 
and proper understanding of the Karika will no doubt make the 
seeker unshakeable in his spiritual pursuit and the realization of 
the Self. 

Trissur 

Narayanashrama 
Tapovanam 
18.06.97 


Swami Bhoomananada Tirtha 


PREFACE 


INTRODUCTION 

Soon after ‘The Essential Adi Sankara’ was published in 
1991 by the Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Thyagarajanagar, 
Bangalore - 28, the idea of publishing the second of this ‘Essen¬ 
tial’ series, viz. ‘The Essential Gaudapada* was mooted. Although 
the translation of this magnum opus in Kannada by the erudite 

f f . 

pen of Sri Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swamiji, of revered 
memory, was completed by me early in 1993, the publication was 
put off owing to several causes beyond my control. However, by 
God’s benign grace, I have succeeded to overcome all hurdles 
and hindrances - most of them could not even be anticipated - 
and now this gem of Vedantic science is in the hands of the 
readers. It is hoped that this will also be well-received by the 
connoisseurs and seekers alike just as its predecesso. ‘The 
Essential Adi Sankara’. It will also be in the fitness of things to 
complete -this endeavour of propagating the pristine pure Advita 
Vedanta as expounded by a line illustrious preceptors like Veda 
Vyasa (Badarayana), Gaudapada, Sankara and Sureshwara who 
belonged to a time-honowed traditional school of Advaita phi¬ 
losophy. And hence now I have mooted to publish in the near 
future two more texts of this series to bring it up-to-date, viz, 
‘The Essential Sureshwara’ and ‘The Essential Satchidananda’. 

It is quite well-known in Vedantic circles all over our 
country that Shri Gaudapadacharya was the grand-preceptor of 

f 

Shri Sankaracharya, and barring the fomer’s ‘Karikas’, (commen¬ 
taries) on the Mandukyopanishad there are no other authentic 

/ 

works which are extant in his name. Although Adi Sankara’s 
Prasthana Traya Bhashyas have become world-famous and are 
exhaustive in their exposition of almost all the rudiments as well 
as the subleties of the unique traditional (Sampradayic) method¬ 
ologies handed down over the ages from the teacher to the 
taught, Shri Gaudapada’s Karikas, numbering a mere 215 divided 
into four chapters (Prakaranas), project the same traditional teach¬ 
ings in a terse and trite verse form. And unless the ardent student 

__ f 

takes recourse to the expert guidance of Adi Sankara’s edifying 
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and enlightening Bhashyas, he finds it almost impossible to 
discern the hidden import of the Karikas. The traditional meth¬ 
odology of teaching was by word of mouth from the preceptor 
to the pupil in a discursive manner and only the initiated pupils 
with a pure heart and incisive intelligence could divine and intuit 
the subtle truths. 

The fact that Shri Sankara in a verse acknowledged Shri 

Gaudapada as a Knowledgeable teacher of Advaita Vedanta 

belonging to his line of traditional (Sampradayic) preceptors as 

well as the fact that Shri Sankara has written an exhaustive and 

extensive Bhashya on these extant and most ancient (for, no other 

authentic or authoritative work on Advaita Vedanta by way of an 

* 

explanatory Prakarana Grantha is available, barring the Srutis, the 
Smritis and the Brahma Sutras - going together by the popular 
name of Prasthana Trayi) work. 

It being so, it is unfortunate that some Vedantins belonging 
to an alien group and modem scholars with a pronounced sense 
of an academical study but not trained or prepared to accept even 

f 

the word of Shri Sankara have raised all kinds of doubts with 
regard to Shri Gaudapada’s identity or whereabouts and have 
opined that Mandukya is a recent work passing. muster as an 
ancient Upanishad, the author being Shri Gaudapada. Further, 
some of these academicians have, quite audaciously too gone to 

the extent of nick-naming not only Shri Gaudapada but also his 

/ 

faithful glossator Shri Sankara as ‘Pracchanna.Bauddhas’, mean¬ 
ing psuedo-Buddhists marauding as Advaita Vedantins. This they 
have done on the mere but flimsy reason that the former has 
literally, sometimes even bodily, borrowed Buddhistic terms and 
verses and have adapted them to suit their own whimsical theo¬ 
ries or tenets. Suffice it to say that all these are wild, unsustainable 
charges and can easily be dismissed as idiosyncrasies of acade¬ 
micians for each and every such allegation can be disproved (and 
have been repeated by Shri Satchidanandendra Saraswati Swami, 
of Adhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarasipur - of revered 
memory) quite convincingly. For more details in this regard the 
students or seekers are requested to read ‘Mandukya Rahasya 
Vivrutihi’ in Sanskrit, (with an exhaustive English Introduction 
by the Swamiji) published by the Karyalaya. 
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But here is this context some relevant and important details 
regarding Shri Gaudapada, his works and contributions to Vedanta 
will be mentioned so as to remove any misconceptions that 
one might have had because of such false propaganda by the 
academicians as well as proponents of philosophy opposed to 
Vedanta. 

1. MANDUKYOPANISHAD 

• « 

Among the Upanishads that belong to the Atharva Veda, 
Shri Sankaracharya has written his Bhashyas only on three of 
them, viz. Mundaka, Prashna and Mandukya. Among the three - 
nay, among all those Upanishads which Shri Sankara has chosen 
to write his commentaries on - Mandukya is the smallest. Even 

so, Shri Sankara has described it as (the 

quintessence of the tenets of all Upanishads). Since Shri 
Gaudapadacharya’s commentary in the form of ‘Karikas’ is also 
written on this Upanishad, we can say - from the standpoint of 
history of Vedantic lore - that this diminutive Upanishad has a 
unique importance of its own. With regard to the question - 
‘To which part of Atharva Veda does this Upanishad belong ?’ 
- it is not possible to determine, as there is no clinching evidence 
available. In this regard, Shri Sankara has not stated anything 
whatsoever in his Bhashya. Since the lone methodology of 
Avasthathraya (the three states of Consciousness) is to be found 
in this Upanishad through which the Ultimate Reality is 
determined and expounded, there is a high probability of 
suimising it to belong to the Aranyaka of that Veda. 

2. VARIOUS OPINIONS ABOUT THE AUTHOR OF THESE 

MANDUKYA KARIKAS 

• • 

Although Shri Sankaracharya has written a Bhashya on the 
Upanishad as well as explanations for the Karikas, he has not 
expressed that he has written his Bhashya predominantly by 
himself on the Upanishad ; on the other hand, he has given all 
the predominance to the Karikas which undertake the task of 
explaining the Upanishad. As at present, the Karikas are divided 
into four Prakaranas (Chapters) called - Agama, Vaitathya, 
Advaita and Alatashanti. More than the previous Prakarana, 
the next one contains a higher number of Karikas in that 
order. In the first among them, viz. Agama Prakarana, as at 
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present, 29 Karikas are to be found in groups divided and 
interspersed between the Upanishadic Mantras. But the remaining 
three Prakaranas are independent in their forms. The last and the 
biggest, viz. Alatashanti Prakarana, comprising 100 verses or 
Karikas, contains invocatory verses both at the beginning and at 
the end. It being so, there are all kinds of opinions among the 
scholars with regard to the authorship both in the matter of the 
Upanishad and the Prakaranas. 

First and foremost, many Advaitins opine that all these 
four Prakaranas are written by Shri Gaudapada, who was the 
grand preceptor of Shri Sankara. Secondly, Shri Madhwacharya 
(the founder of the Dvaita school of Vedanta) has acknowledged 
that - (i) Agama Prakarana is not at all ‘Pourusheya ’ (of human 
origin); (ii) the Mantras, which are seen (heard by sages, who are 
Brahmajnanis, when they are in commune with the Ultimate 
Reality) are exemplified in the Upanishad for the purposes of 
determining Self-Knowledge ; (iii) both the Mandukyopanishad 

r 

and the Karikas are together the Sruti alone. The German scholar, 
Deussen, opines that together with these four Prakaranas the 
Mandukya Upanishad is one whole work written by Shri 
Gaudapada. Prof. S.N. Dasgupta, M.A. Ph.D, and many other 
modem scholars have declared that - (a) Among Shri Gaudapada’s 
Prakaranas - especially the fourth one - many Prakriyas (meth¬ 
odologies) found in Buddhistic texts are to be seen ; (b) since 
Shri Gaudapada came into the picture only • after the famous 
Buddhist teachers like Ashwaghosha, Nagarjuna, Asanga, 
Vasubandhu etc., we have to perforce surmise that he too, in all 
probability, was a Buddhist, or else, he was a preceptor who had 
a great respect towards Buddha’s teachings. Among these four 
different opinions of various groups of scholars, the last three 
seem to be mere speculations, for each one of them cannot stand 
the test of reasonable deliberation. 

IT IS NOT PROPER TO SAY THAT 
AGAMA PRAKARANA IS SRUTI 

Let us first deliberate upon the reason or evidence for¬ 
warded by Shri Madhwacharya to conclude that the Karikas 
belonging to the Agama Prakarana are part and parcel of the 
Upanishad only. The authoritative sources that Shri Madhwa¬ 
charya has adduced in support of his assertion are : (i) A text 
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called ‘Brahmatarka’ ; (ii) Garuda Purana - of which the first 
treatise is not available now. No other Acharya has referred to 
or mentioned about these works. Since there is every possibility 
of any number of new verses being added or interpolated, every 
now and then, in mythological treatises (Puranas), before we 
accept to consider Garuda Purana to be an authoritative evidence 
for the present topic we have to perforce examine whether any 
other Acharya has acknowledged these Karikas to be the Upanishad 
or not. But no one worth the name before Madhwacharya has 
assumed in that manner, and there is nothing to prove this 
conjecture ! On the other hand, Shri Sankaracharya has clearly 
expressed that he is undertaking to write commentaries on the 
four Prakaranas (1; 3) ; his direct disciple, Shri Sureshwaracharya, 
has exemplified two Karikas from the Agama Prakarana in his 
own treatise on Vedantic tenets called ‘Naishkarmya Siddhi’ 
and has mentioned that they are written by Shri Gaudapada. Even 
among the post-Madhwacharya Advaita Vedantins, some have 
opined that Agama Prakarana is Sruti (scripture) ; but they have 
not substantiated their statements by adducing any authoritative 
source or evidence. It is not possible to surmise as to what is 
Shri Ramanujacharya’s opinion in this matter ; one Kuranarayana, 
who is a well-known follower of that Acharya, has endorsed the 
viewpoint of Madhwacharya alone. It being so, it has to be 
perforce concluded that to affirm that - “Agama Prakarar.a is the 
Upanishad” - we have not so far come across any reliable, trust¬ 
worthy evidence. 

THERE IS NO SUBSTANCE IN THE_ THEORY THAT 

MANDUKYOPANISHAD IS GAUDAPADA’S TREATISE 
• • • 

Secondly, the Western scholar, Deussen, has imagined that 

f 

- (a) to say that Shri Sankara had believed Mandukyopanishad 
to be an Upanishad there is no evidence ; (b) Gaudapada himself 
might have written that part of the treatise. For this surmise of 
his, the two logical devices which are his mainstay are : (i) In 

the Bhashya sentence - 

?fcT - .there is an indication to suggest that 

* 

Mandukya is included in the four Prakaranas ; (ii) Shri Sankara 
has not quoted or exemplified Mandukya as Sruti (scriptural 
text) anywhere at all. But, at the same time, Sankara having 
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exemplified Mandukya as Gaudapada’s work also is not to be 
seen anywhere. In the sentence, which Deussen has illustrated, it 
is also possible to interpret it to mean - “The four-some Prakarana 
treatise beginning with tjie (Upanishad)" - also. Shri Sankara has 
quoted one Karika of Agama Prakarana (1-16) as also one Karika 
from Advaita Prakarana (3-15) (to be an authoritative statement 
by those who know the traditional method of teaching) in Sutra 
Bhashya (1-4-14 ; 2-1-9). If it were true that just as the verses 

quoted, like «ilq>i W^T - (meaning, here in this context 
these verses are there) - the Upanishad too had been written by 
Gaudapada himself, then in that event, there is no scope what¬ 
soever to divine the cause (reason) for the prose portion, which 
is to be commented upon, being brief, whereas the poetry portion, 
which is the commentary (elucidatory), being elaborate ; just as 
there is in vogue a practice, among the authors of Sanskrit 
literature, of writing the prose portion elaborately and abridging 
the same matter in poetry - there is no contrary practice to be 
seen anywhere. [It is not possible even for those who assert that 

- “Both the prose portion and the Agama Prakarana are, together, 
the Upanishad itself’ - to adduce a convincing reason for the 
verses quoted here to be so elaborate. For, the system that is seen 
in the Upanishads is quite contrary to this]. In addition to all this, 
Shri Sureshwara, who is a direct disciple of Shri Sankara having 
vociferously called Mandukya a Sruti is to be seen in his 
Brihadaranyaka Vartika (3-8-26). It being so, there is no hurdle 
or difficulty whatsoever to be seen in believing or assuming that 

- “Mandukya is a Sruti; the four Prakaranas of Agama, Vaitathya 
etc. are together the work of one and the same author.” 

THE THEORY THAT GAUDAPADA 

WAS A BUDDHIST IS A FALLACY 

An author by name Anandagiri, who has written a 
sub-commentary on Mandukyopanishad Bhashya as also on the 
commentary on the Karikas, has mentioned that he has written 
a sub-commentary on the Gaudapadiya Bhashya (of Sankara). 
He has further stated that - “Mandukya is a Sruti” - “Prakarana- 
chatushtaya is the resultant fruit of the Vidya that Shri Gaudapada- 
charya earned as a boon by invoking Narayana (Shri Vishnu)”. 
It is quite evident here that this traditional legend must have been 
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invariably there in vogue even prior to Anandagiri. Even so, 
another Western thinker, Wallaser, has opined that because there 
are a few verses (Karikas) in Alatashanti Prakarana which are the 
replicas of certain verses found in the treatise - “Tarkajwala” 
- written by a Buddhist by name - ‘Bhavaviveka’ - the statement 
that there existed an author by name - ‘Gaudapada’ - is itself 
ridden with doubts. It is already mentioned that Prof. Surendra 
Nath Dasgupta has opined that Gaudapada had respect or ado¬ 
ration for Buddhistic methodologies. It is not clearly known as 
to what exact supporting evidence there is for this modem scholar 
to discard or refute what Sureshwara and others have very clearly 
declared that - “The Karikas are verily the work of Gaudapada.” 
It is not possible for us to disregard or disrespect what Sankara 
has eulogized and remembered at the end of his Bhashya viz. that 
(Gaudapada) was his ‘Paramaguru’ (grand-preceptor). It is quite 
probable for a doubt of the type - ‘Whether the author of the 
Karikas had a name - Gaudapada - or not ?’ - to arise ; for, as 
he hailed from a region by name - ‘Gaudadesha’ - he might have 
been quite popular and called by the name - ‘Gaudapada’. But 
especially the difference or distinction that exists between the 
philosophical teachings of the Karikakara and the Buddhists is 
not so very unclear or obscure as to be neglected or disregarded. 
Because of the facts :- (a) In the Alatashanti Prakarana Gaudapada 
has profusely and predominantly used Buddhistic logical devices 
to refute the doctrines of other schools ; (b) he has utilized 
several Buddhistic technical terms found in their treatises - even 
some indiscreet or unwary people of our country too have 
called the Karikakara ‘Pracchannabouddha’ (meaning, pseudo- 
Buddhist). 

Therefore, here is an arduous attempt by Shri Satchida- 
nandendra Saraswati Swamiji, of revered memory, to totally wipe 
out any traces of doubt that in the methodology of Mandukya. 
Karikas there is a dubious blending or mixture of Buddhistic 
teachings, but at the same time, with a view to helping 
Tattwajijnasus (genuine seekers of the Ultimate Reality of the 
Self) discern and divine the unique and extra-ordinary method¬ 
ology that is implicit in Vedantic texts of this type, the salient 
topics of this treatise have been divided under various heads and 
briefly described hereunder. 
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AGAMA PRAKARANA 

Because in this Chapter the traditional methodology of 
propounding the Absolute Reality is adopted and followed in- 
order to explain Mandukyopanishad, this Prakarana has earned 
this name. In this Chapter there exists an exposition of the 
method of Avasthatraya (the three states of Consciousness). The 
waking Atman (Self) is called ‘Vishwa’, meaning, Atman who 
has the entire gross world of duality perceived in the waking as 
His Upadhi (adjunct) ; the dreaming Atman is called ‘Taijasa’, 
meaning, the Self who has the entire subtle world seen in the 
dream as His Upadhi ; the deep sleep Atman is called ‘Prajna’ 
or ‘Avyakrita’, meaning, Atman who is the very cause for the 
entire universe. Thus one and one Atman alone is appearing in 
three different forms (1-1). Because in each of these Avasthas the 
entire Jneyarashi (gamut of things that can be known objectively) 
is hidden or implicit, these Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna are called 
Atman’s ‘Raidas’ (quarters). But the Paramartharupa (Absolute, 
Ultimate form) of Atman is extremely different or distinct from 
all these three forms (1-10 to 1-15). All these three forms are 
the Asatya (false) forms appearing in Atman due to Anadi Maya 
(beginningless illusion) ; they do not exist in reality (1-16). 
Because this Atmatattwa (Absolute, Transcendental Reality of 
Self) is devoid of Vachya (that object which can be named by 
speech) and Vachaka (that subject which pronounces the named 
by speech) Bhavas (concepts), this Reality is being called ‘Omkara’ 
and ‘Atman’. The essence of teaching of the Agama Prakarana 
is : ‘This Omkara or Atman is Shiva (the ultimate personified 
Truth which is auspicious, benign) alone, who is Prapahchopashama 
(devoid of the world of duality) - (1-24 to 29). Because this very 
methodology of Avasthatraya is taken up for the purposes of 
drawing conclusions in the fourth and last Chapter of Alata- 
shanti Prakarana (4-57 to 90), it becomes established that the 
subject-matter for both these Prakaranas is one and the same. 
This Prakriya (methodology) which succeeds in establishing 
Atmavada (the doctrine of the innermost Self) through the 
three universal experiences of the three Avasthas (viz. waking, 
dream and deep sleep) is not acceptable in the least to the 
Buddhists. 
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VAITATHYA PRAKARANA 

In this Chapter, after expounding and establishing the truth 
that both the Avasthas of waking and dream are identical in all 
respects (2-1 to 10), it has been demonstrated effectively that all 
Dvaita (duality) is Kalpita (imagined, misconceived) in Atman 
alone (2-11 to 38). This tenet also which propounds that - 
‘Atman is the Adhishthana (substratum) for Prapanchadhyasa (the 
misconception or delusion of the world of duality)’ - is totally 
opposed to the Buddhistic ‘ Nairatmyavada (theory of essenceless- 
ness of our own Being as Self or, in short, Nihilism)’. 

AD V AIT A PRAKARANA 

In this Chapter first the Jatabrahmavada (theory of Brahman 
being bom or having birth) of certain proponents - who used to 
argue that - ‘Brahman is bom in the forms of Chetana (sentient) 
and Achetana (insentient) beings ; the Jivas attain Brahmaswarupa 
(the essential nature of the ultimate Reality) by means of Upasana 
(meditation) - is refuted and then the (Vedantic) teaching that - 
‘The creation that is indicated in the Sruti is merely an Upaya 
(device, plan) to teach the Aikya (unity, identity) of Jiva (trans- 
migratory soul) and Paramatman (the Supreme Self) - (3-10 to 
27). The Swamata (the traditional philosophy of Advaita Vedanta 
of his own school) which is of the Satkaryarupa [nature of 
propagation of the tenet that ‘Sat’ (the Reality) Itself as the cause 
or substratum appears as an effect] is clarified (3-27, 28) by 
expounding the Vedantic teaching - “Brahman may, by virtue of 
Maya (illusion), be bom in the form of the world of duality ; 
but Asat (unreal thing) can never be bom either in reality or 
through Maya.” “If one cognizes or Intuits that - ‘Atman alone 
b Satya (the Ultimate Reality)’ - the mind becomes (or is 
rendered) Amanas (no-mind)” - this tenet is demonstrated (3-29 
to 39). Further, it has been instructed that Madhyamadhikaris 
(practitioners who belong to the middle-grade qualifications) also 
can cognize this Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) by means of 
Manonigraha (an Intuitive method of giving up one’s innate 
identification with his inner instrument of Mind in its entirety) 
- (3-40 to 46). Thus this Prakarana - which, in truth, firmly 
establishes Advaita (non-dualism) by deliberating on Srutyartha 
(the tenets of the Upanishads) and by Yukti (logical devices 
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based on Intuitive Experiences) ; and after refuting by clear- 
cut, unambiguous statements the fallacious doctrine of 
Asatkaryavada (the doctrinaire theory that Asat or unreal 
thing itself is born), which acknowledges Sadvivartavada (the 
Vedantic tenet of Sat or Ultimate Reality of Brahman or 
Atman Itself appears to have been born as the world of 
duality and the Jivas living in it) - can never be acceptable 
to any Buddhist whosoever he may be. 

ALATASHANTI PRAKARANA 

The Abheda (non-difference) among Jnatru (the knower), 
Jneya (the object to be known), Jnana (the knowledge) con¬ 
cepts or categories has been expounded in this Prakarana in a 
subtle and serene manner both in the Upakrama (introductory part 
or preamble of the treatise) and the Upasamhara (conclusive part) 
portions (4-1, 4-99). Because the Dvaitins are arguing one against 
the other among themselves and since there is no possibility 
whatsoever of one’s logical devices being accepted by any op¬ 
ponent, all Dvaita philosophies are Mithya (false* or fallacious) ; 
whereas, the Advaita philosophy, which expounds that - “Para- 
martha (the Ultimate, Absolute Reality beyond all empirical 
dealings, concepts or categories as It is beyond time, space and 
causation) is not opposed to anything whatsoever” (3-17, 18), 
that was briefly propounded in Advaita Prakarana - is itself 
being described here in detail and thereby the Ajativada (the 
Vedantic tenet of Brahman or Atman is devoid of birth) is firmly 
established (4-2 to 23). First, the doctrines of Vaibhasikasoutrantika 
(the school of Realism among the Buddhists), who believe in the 
reality of the external things or objects, are refuted from the 
viewpoint of the Vijnanavadins (the school of Idealism among 
the Buddhists), who acknowledge only the internal mental con- 
cepts or ideas to be real (4-25 to 27) and, then by their own 
method of dialectics their Vijnanavada is refuted (4-28) ; finally 
the Vedantic method of Ajativada is elaborately expounded 
(4-29 onwards). It is never possible for anyone - whosoever he 
may be - to build up or show any relationship between the 
Buddhistic ‘Pratityasamutpada’ (dependent origination), which pro¬ 
pounds that Avidya (ignorance) and other concomitant categories 
are bom one from the other, and the Vedantic ‘ Ajativada ’ (theory 
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of no birth or creation), which establishes that for Advitiya 
Atman (non-dual Self) there is no birth whatsoever from the 
Paramartha (Absolute) viewpoint. 

Those present-day research scholars who have reckoned a 
similarity of methodologies between the Mandukya Karikas and 
the Buddhistic texts have not evidently taken into consideration 
the commentary of Shri Sankaracharya. It is quite plausible for 
logical-minded people to question in the manner - “Knowingly 
or unknowingly, the Bhashyakara might have interpreted the 
Karikas in a totally different manner, is it not ?” It is for the 
sake of removing the doubts of such people alone, without taking 
recourse to or depending upon the Bhashya, but merely on the 
examination of the Gaudapada Karikas alone it was convincingly 
proved above that there is no relationship or similarity whatso¬ 
ever between the methodologies of the Karikas and of the 
Buddhistic treatises. Especially if one discerns the teachings of 
the Bhashyakara (i.e. Shri Sankara), the bare fact that - ‘The 
Karikas have, in truth, championed the cause of the Vedantic 
Prasthanatraya methodology alone’ - becomes crystal clear. It is 
true that at certain places there is an apparent similarity between 
the words used in the Karikas and the Buddhistic texts ; but, 
there is no similarity of meaning of those words at all. Just as 
Badarayanacharya (the author of Vedanta Sutras) has in his 
Sutras used words like ‘Pradhana’, ‘Pratyaksha’, ‘Anumana’ - 
which are technical terms belonging to alien schools of philoso¬ 
phy - so as to suit the Vedantic methodology, Gaudapada too has 
utilized Buddhists’ technical terms with a different meaning 
altogether to suit Vedantic tenets. 

Since in this Prakarana it is to be found that first by means 
of the Buddhistic logical devices the doctrines of other disputants 
are refuted and then ‘entrapping’, as it were, Buddhists too by 
their own logical device their doctrines are also refuted - in 
certain contexts of this type certain Buddhistic logical devices 
being seen is not surprising or contradictory. We need not discuss 
or deliberate upoq the controversial topic - ‘Whether Ashwaghosha, 
Nagaijuna and such other Buddhists lived before or after Gauda¬ 
pada.’ Even those who affirm that Gaudapada himself came later 
than those Buddhist scholars will be constrained to give their 
consent to the above-mentioned conclusion. For, it is not possible 
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for anyone to assert that, while an opponent’s argument is being 
refuted, merely, on the count that his technical terms as also his 
logical devices are utilized in the deliberations or discussions, it 
does not at all amount to accepting the opponent’s argument or 
doctrine. 

IS ALATASHANTI PRAKARANA 
AN INDEPENDENT TREATISE ? 

Some scholars have imagined or inferred - on the ground 
that in the beginning and at the end of this Prakarana there are 
invocatory verses and the profuse usage of Buddhistic terminol¬ 
ogy and logical devices - that this Prakarana is a separate inde¬ 
pendent treatise by itself without having any relationship what¬ 
soever with the preceding three Chapters. The shallowness of this 
theory also becomes clear by virtue of the above-mentioned 
logical devices. Sankara has called this Prakarana ‘Sastra’ (scrip¬ 
ture) - (4-1, 4-100). But merely on that count it cannot be 
affirmed that this Chapter is in itself a separate text ; if it is 
asserted in that manner, then it becomes contradictory to Sankara’s 
own promise or proclamation made at the beginning that he 
would write a Bhashya to all four Prakaranas. Hence, just as the 

f 

15th chapter of Bhagavadgita' is said to be ‘Sastra’ with the 
implicit meaning of ‘the essence "of Gitasastra’ (15-20), in the 
same manner here too this Prakarana, which signifies the very 

f 

essence of the Sastra of the form of Mandukyopanishad, is called 

f r 

by Sankara, the Bhashyakara, ‘Sastra’ - thus we have to reckon. 
Since it is already mentioned that the tenets which are expounded 
in. the other three Chapters are themselves being conclusively 
established in this last Prakarana, let us stop this consideration 
here. 

FOR THE BUDDHISTIC PHILOSOPHY TOO 
THE UPANISHAD ALONE IS THE ORIGIN 

If we thoroughly and deeply observe, it will have to be 
inferred that for the Buddhistic philosophy to spread out and be 
propagated on the strength of logical devices the Upanishad itself 
is responsible in a circuitous manner. For; among the Buddhists 
in the beginning there were no canonical texts which were 
predominantly logical in their approach ; they were mainly 
instructing about - ‘Dvadashanidana or Bhavachakra’, ‘Shila’, 
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‘Samadhi’, ‘Prajna’ - only. In fact, their extra-ordinary tenet 
(theory) is that Atman does not exist. Even so, after the first 
century A.D. the logical device of refuting the existence of the 
world of duality (Prapanchanirakarana Yukti) became strong among 
them. The reason for this is : A Brahmin by name ‘Ashwaghosha ’ 
was defeated in a logical contest and was ‘converted’ to Bud¬ 
dhism ; he evolved a new Siddhanta (philosophical tenet) called 
‘Tathata’. He argued in the manner - ‘In all of us there are two 
parts - (i) one part as the Samsari or transmigratory existence and 
(ii) ‘Bhutatathata ’ (meaning, that entity which exists as it is) - 
another part ; Samsara is Asatya (false, unreal) ; ‘Tathata’ is 
having an essential nature which cannot be said to be Satya (real) 
or Asatya (unreal).’ It need not be pointed out as to how near 
•or close is this tenet of his to the Upanishadic theory of 
‘Kutasthanirvishesha Atman’. However, after Ashwaghosha his 
theory did not gain strength. In Buddhistic texts like ‘Lankavatara’ 
etc. although this very doctrine called by a different name of 
‘Tathagatagabhan’ is signified, therein it has been very clearly 
stated that - ‘This doctrine or theory is instructed as a first lesson 
to ignorant people who believe that ‘Atman’ exists, but it is not 
absolutely true.’ Let it be so. All the logicians who came after 
Ashwaghosha went on strengthening the ‘Prapanchanirakarana- 
vada’ (theory of refuting the real existence of the world of 
duality or diversity). Especially, scholars like Nagarjuna, 
Chandrakirti etc. conjoined new logical arguments to further 
strengthen this doctrinaire theory. Anyway, between the twin 
theories of ‘Brahmasatyatwa’ and ‘Jaganmithyatwa’ found in the 
Upanishads, the second one, viz. Jaganmithyatwa (the falsity of 
the world of duality) became firm and ensconced through the 
Buddhists. Because they did not acknowledge the Upanishadic 
lore as Pramana (authoritative source), among them the principal 
doctrine which expounds Brahmasatyatwa (the Absolute Reality 
of Brahman) paled off without being given any encouragement 
or support. 

The Buddhists are adepts in expounding the Prapahcha- 
nirakaranavada (theory of negating the reality of the world of 
duality). In answering the question - “When the world of duality 
is very clearly perceptible and is in our experience to be real, 
how at all can it be said that it does not exist ?” - the Buddhists 
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raise all kinds of surmises or conjectures about the world of 
duality which the uninitiated, ignorant people say that it is in 
their experience and then they demonstrate that these conjectures 
or concepts cannot survive the onslaught of logic. This method 
is their main dialectical device. In fact, Shri Gaudapadacharya 
has utilized this very device in the Alatashanti Prakarana and 
by means of that dialectical exercise he has turned the tables 
on the Buddhists, so to speak, by refuting their methodology 
also. He has refuted the whole gamut of theories propounding 
the reality of dualism and thereby demonstrated the greatness 
and glory of Vaidikatarka (logic used in all the scriptural 
texts). Those well-known research scholars who do not know this 
secret are afflicted by a delusion which prompts them to believe 
that in Vedanta there is an admixture of Buddhistic tenets. 

SANKARA’S BHASHYA ON THE KARIKAS 

It has already been intimated that since Gaudapada’s Karikas 
are quite ancient there is every scope to get deluded to believe 
that one part of them is the Upanishad and the other part is a 
Buddhistic Prakarana. It is quite certain that had there not been 

r 

any Bhashya written by Sankara on this Prakarana-chatushtaya 
(the lour Chapters) it would have been very difficult for Vedantins 
nl>o to discern the reality or veracity of this secret. For, we find 
'.ufficient support in Shri Sureshwaracharya’s ‘Brihadaranyakav 
bhashya Vartika’ to prove or establish the fact that - “Some so- 

r 

called Vedantins prior to Sankara were actually commenting on 
this treatise (i.e. Mandukya Karika) - which expounds predomi¬ 
nantly Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge of the Self) alone as Vastutantra 
(to be cognized as it is in esse and not to be conceived or 
imagined) - as if it is Upasanapara (meant for purposes of 
meditation).” In this Vartika, the opinions of those who had 
believed the 38th verse of the Vaitathya Prakarana and the 46th 
verse of the Advaita Prakarana to be Jnanabhyasapara (meant 
for repetition of the Intuitive Knowledge) and were quoting them 
for this purpose (Bri. Va. 4-4-887, 888) have been refuted. Even 
to this day it is to be seen that among Advaitins themselves there 
exist several bizarre differences of opinion as far as the Vedanta 
Siddhanta is concerned. It being so, it becomes quite essential 
here in this context to bring to the notice of the readers certain 
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important topics which are implicit in the Karikabhashya. By this 
te Jijiiasus (true, sincere seekers), who wish to discern the 
profound teaching of genuine Vedantic Siddhanta (final spiritual 
teachings) that are implicit in the Karikas are sure to benefit a 
great deal. 

IS ADVAITA (NON-DUALISM) SASTRASIDDHA (ESTABLISHED 
ON THE SUPPORT OR BASIS OF SCRIPTURES) OR 
TARKASIDDHA (BASED ON LOGIC) ? 

In Vedanta the essence of the entire universe is called 
‘Brahman’ ; the Vedanta Siddhanta - as a philosophical system 
- teaches that - “Brahman is the Atman (Self) of all of us ; It 
b Advitiya (non-dual) and is Nirvishesha (devoid of any 
attributes whatosever).” The Vedantins say that this Siddhanta is 
known from the Upanishads alone and it cannot be known either 
by Pratyaksha Pramana (perception as a valid means of knowl¬ 
edge) or Anumana Pramana (inference as a valid means of 
knowledge). In order to signify that Brahman can be known only 

r 

from the Sastra (scriptural text) of the form of Upanishads the 
special term “Oupanishada” (the adjectival form of Upanishad) 
is used in the Sruti (scriptural text) ; whereas in the Brahmasutras 
the special term of Sastra Yoni (the scriptures being the womb 
or birth place) is used. All this appears to the predominantly 
logical-minded or highly rational people of this modem science 
age to be a contradiction. These logical-minded people opine : 
“For those who believe in the Vedas, Brahman may be Sastraika 

r 

Vedya (that which can be known only from the Sastras) ; but 
can Buddhists and such others - who do not have any faith in 
the authoritativeness of the Vedas - accept this tenet ? No. For 
this reason, Gaudapada relied on the Vedapramanya (Vedas as 
the authoritative, canonical texts) and signified the Paramartha 
(the Absolute Reality of Brahman) in the Agama Prakarana and 
then for the sake of those who do not believe in that (i.e. 
Vedapramanya) he has established his Siddhanta in the remaining 
three Prakaranas exclusively (merely) on Yukti (logical devices). 

f 

Shri Sankara also has written like that alone.” 

If we deeply observe, it would appear that this queer opin¬ 
ion is formulated because these so-called ‘rational people’ have 
not meticulously examined and properly deliberated upon Sankara 
Bhashya, as also they have not discerned the basic nature of the 
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Pramanatarkas (logical systems which rely on the valid means of 
knowledge) and their mutual differences and distinctions. For, 
Sankara’s vehement statements to the effect that he has estab 

f 

lished Advaita by means of both Sruti and Yukti are to be found 
in the Karikabhashya of all the four Prakaranas ; for example : 
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Here above in the fifth sentence we should keep in mind 
the conclusion drawn by saying - “Advaita Darshana is Agamartha 

f 

(the prime purport of the Sastra) alone” ; for, although Advaita 
or non-dualism is established by means of Yukti, for it, in the 
main, Agama (Sastra) alone is Pramana (authoritative source) - 
this fact becomes clarified by this statement. Not merely in the 
first Agama Prakarana but in the remaining three Prakaranas 
too (2-31 ; 3-11, 12 ; 4-90) Upanishads have been quoted. It is 
also quite reasonable that in the last three Prakaranas - which are 
predominantly logical in their treatment and approach - Yukti has 
been given a higher place or importance. 

It should not be objected in the manner - “If one argues 
by assuming Sastrapramana, how at all can the Siddhanta become 
acceptable to the rest of the disputants ?” For, here there is no 

f 

occasion whatsoever for believing the Sruti sentence to be a 
Pramana (valid source of knowledge). Although in the Karma 
Kanda (the ritualistic portion of the Vedic lore) such a circum¬ 
stance arises, since the Vastubodhakavakyas (sentences which 
teach or expound the really real, Absolute Entity of Atman or 
Brahman) of the Jnana Kanda give rise to Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge) alone which is Vastvanusari (in consonance with the 
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Ultimate Reality in esse) no one - whosoever he or she may be 
- can ever possibly refute or negate It. One may ask - “If so, 
where is the need for Tarka (logic) ?” The Naiyayikas (exponents 
of Nyayas or axiomatic science) proclaim that one should accept 
an Anubhava (experience) bom out of a Pramana only after its 
veracity and validity are examined and investigated thoroughly by 
means of Tarka. Hence just as that experience (knowledge) which 
accrues from using Pramanas like the Pratyaksba (perception), 
Anumana (inference) etc. is examined or investigated by means 
of Tarka and then only we accept a principle to be universal, in 
the same manner that knowledge which accrues from the 
Agamapramana (valid source of Sastra or scripture) is also to be 
examined and explored by means of logical devices and only 

f 

then to determine the truth is quite reasonable. Sastra is Bodhaka 
(that which instructs, teaches), while Tarka is Sbodhaka (explor¬ 
atory, investigatory). For that reason alone Shri Sankara has 
written in his remaining Bhashyas also that - “What is estab¬ 
lished on the strength of Agama (Sastra) and Upapatti (logical 
device) itself eventually becomes sustainable as Paramartha 
(Attblute Reality).” 

THE MANNER IN WHICH $ASTRA SIGNIFIES OR EXPOUNDS 

THE PARAMARTHA 

r 

The answer that Shri Sankara has given to the question - 
“How does the Sastra (scripture) signify or expound Brah¬ 
man (the Absolute Reality) which is of the essential nature of 
Atman (Self) ?” - is highly sutble and profound, needing a 
great deal of deliberative analysis. Since there is no cause 
giving rise to any function of speech in Brahman, it is not 
possible at all to signify It by means of speech. Hence, through 
signifying in the manner - “In It there does not exist any special 
feature' or attribute which appears due to misconception” - the 
Sastra expounds It. Due to, Avasthatraya (the three states of 
Consciousness, viz., waking, dream and deep sleep) the qualities 
like Antahprajnatwa (internal awareness) etc. are Kalpita (imag¬ 
ined, misconceived) in Atman. By sublating or rescinding this 
superimposition (Adhyardpa) alone the Atmaswarupa (the essen¬ 
tial nature of the innermost, Absolute Self) has perforce to be 
signified ; the purport behind the rescission or abrogation in this 
fashion is to signify, denote that Atman is Avasthatrayatita 
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(beyond the ken or purview of the three states Consciousness) 
alone and not to indicate that Atman is one having a separate 
and distinct Avastha (state of Consciousness) called Tuny a (fourth 
comparatively to the three referred to as universal experiences). 
In fact, because Advaita (non-dual Reality) is the very Self (i.e. 
core of Being) of the Jijnasu (the ardent seeker) and is verily the 
Aspada (substratum, support) for the whole gamut of Dvaitavikalpas 
(imagined phenomena of duality) which are Adhyasta (superim¬ 
posed on Atman) - just as the rope is the substratum for the 
snake imagined or misconceived due to Bhranti (delusion) - by 
abrogating or sublating what is Adhyaropita (superimposed) alone, 
Advaita Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge of non-dual Self) invariably 
and unfailingly accrues. Since Atmaswarupa is contiguous with 
all Vikalpas (imagined phenomena), there is no need whatsoever 
for a Pratyaya (mental concept having the stamp of certainty or 
conviction) of Atmaswarupa to accrue or arise afresh. If the 

f 

Sastra denotes or depicts that such and such a Dhanna (quality 
or special attribute) does not exist in Atman, it does not at all 
thereby entertain an opinion or motive to indicate that an 
‘opposite’ or contra of that Dharma exists in Atman. For, any 
Dharma whatsoever existing eternally in Atman is never to be 
found. 

r 

Hence, the faction of the Sastra is exclusively to rescind or 
abrogate the Ajnana (ignorance) pertaining to Atman. Let it be 
any Pramana (valid means of knowledge) - its function lies 
exclusively in removing, abrogating the Ajnana with regard 
to the Prameya (the object of knowledge) ; but to believe that 
in addition to this, another function of objectifying the Prameya 
and illumining it - subsists for it is fallacious indeed ; because 
the knowledge or cognition of an object accrues spontaneously 
and automatically, so to speak, by virtue of Ajnananasha (sublation 
of ignorance), it is not a Pramanaphala (fruit, resultant produced 
by valid means). Therefore, Paramartha Tattwajnana (the Intuitive 
Knowledge of the Absolute, Transcendental Reality of the Self) 
accrues merely by Anarthaprapanchanivritti (abrogation or rescis¬ 
sion of the world of duality, which is the cause for all mundane 
miseries and mishaps) which are Aropita (superimposed) on 
Atman ; and for this purpose neither any Pramanantara (other 
valid means) called ‘Sakshatkara’ (materialization or actualization 
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of an esoteric experience) nor any Sadhanantara (other spiritual 
practice or discipline) of the type of Prasahkhyana (repetition of 
an exercise) etc. is needed whatsoever. 

THE AJNANA THAT IS RESCINDED BY SASTRAIC JNANA 

Ajnana (ignorance) is of two kinds ; (a) an insensate and 
indolent sleep in which the Tattwa (the Ultimate Reality) is 
not known at all ; (b) a dubious, delusory dream in which 
all things or phenomena are misconceived (1-15). ‘Agrahana’ 
meaning, not knowing or cognizing, is the cause for Anyatha- 
grahana (erroneously knowing or misconceiving) - (1-15). In 
Sushupti (deep sleep state) the cause alone exists, while in the 
waking and dream states both the cause and the effects exist; but 
h Turiya who is devoid of Avasthatraya (the three states of 
Consciousness), meaning, the Shuddhatman (Pure, Absolute Self), 
both these do not exist (1-11, 14) To believe that both these (i.e. 
Agrahana and Anyathagrahana) exist in Atman is Viparyasa 
(misconception), Bhranti (delusion) - (1-15). All these above 
tenets are very clearly written in both the Gaudapada Karikas and 
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Sankara’s Bhashya on them. Even so, such an indubitable and 
unmistakable statement the present-day Vyakhyanakaras (post- 
Sankara sub-commentators) have misconstrued in the manner : 
(a) Karanajnana means ‘Mulavidya’ - a particular Avaranavishesha 
(a special feature of engulfing or covering). Because it has been 
propounded in the Karikas that -(1) ‘Agrahana’ means not 
knowing the Tattwa or Absolute Reality of the Self ; (ii) since 
it is the cause for the Visheshajnana (knowledge of various 
manifest phenomena) of the waking and dream, this Agrahana is 
being called ‘Karanavidya’ (the causal ignorance in a potential or 
seed form) in deep sleep. In the Shuddhatman (Pure, Absolute 
Self) called ‘Turiya’ also this Agrahana exists ; but due to that 
there is no possibility whatsoever of Anyathajhana (misconcep¬ 
tion, erroneous knowledge) arising - not in the least - it is not, 
really speaking, Karanavidya (1-13). Hence, in the Karikas there 
is not even an iota of scope for this fallacious Mulavidyavada 
(theory of the substantiality of the causal ignorance). 

Further, in some Vyakhyanas (sub-commentaries) it is found 
that A vyakritanamarupabija (the unmanifested seed form of names 
and forms), which has to be perforce conceived to be the cause 
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for the manifest appearances of names and forms of the world 
of duality, is itself called ‘Maya’ (illusion) and Mulavidya (the 
substantial causal ignorance). But since in the Bhashya sentences 

like - and - it has 

been clearly stated that Maya, which is the Bija (seed form or 
cause) for names and forms, is itself said to be Avidyakrita 
(brought about by ignorance), it evolves that - “Maya itself is 
Adhyasta (misconceived)” - and hence it will not be in accor¬ 
dance or consonance with the Bhashya to assert that - “Maya is 
Mulavidya which is the substantial cause for Adhyasa (miscon¬ 
ception).” Therefore, in this manner too it becomes fully estab¬ 
lished that in the Karika Bhashya there is no scope whatsoever 
for the theory of Mulavidya. 

AJATIVADA (THE DOCTRINE OF BIRTHLESSNESS) 

The doctrine that -“Atman is, in the Absolute sense, Janmadi- 
vikararahita (devoid of changes or mutations like birth, growth, 
death etc) ; as also He is Prapanchopashama (devoid of the world 
of duality)” - is called ‘Ajativada’ in Vedantic parlance. In 
Mandukya this doctrine alone has been propounded as its ulti¬ 
mate purport. To the doubt of the type - “The world of duality 
comprising sentient and insentient phenomena is appearing in 
Atman to all of us, is it not ? What will be its fate ?” - the 
solution that - “The entire world that appears to us is - just like 
a dream - Mithya (false, unreal) ; in the Absolute sense, all this 
is verily Atman alone” - was provided in the Vaitathya Prakarana. 
In the Upanishad - just like Vaishwanaratman (Atman having the 
waking as an adjunct is called by this name) - for Taijasatman 
(Atman having the dream as an adjunct) too it has been taught 
that there are Saptangas (seven limbs or parts, macrocosmical in 
their proportions or magnitude) and Ekonavimsatimukhas (19 
doorways, microcosmically speaking) and this aspect itself - it 
can be inferred - has been explained in detail in that second 
Prakarana. 

For the doubt that - “In other Srutis it has been propounded 
that the Jivas (transmigratory souls) are bom out of Brahman and 
ty Upasana (meditation) they attain Brahma Sayujya (merger 
with Brahman), how come this contradiction ?” - a consolation 
has been provided in the Advaita Prakarana. Just as the empty 
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space (Akasa) due to adjuncts like an earthen pot etc. appears to 
have been bom, in the same manner Jivas too - due to their 
adjuncts of the forms of the body, the senses, the mind etc. - 
appear to have been bom. Just as, in truth, the empty space itself 
is the ‘essence’ of adjuncts like the earthen pot etc., these 
Upadhis (adjuncts) of the body, the senses etc. also are verily 
Atman alone. Since the body, the senses etc. in their respective 
forms are - just like the dream body, senses etc. - Mithya (false, 
unreal) alone, to conclude that Atman is Advitiya (non-dual), Aja 
(birthless), Nisprapancha (devoid of the world of duality) there 
is no impediment or difficulty whatsoever. In fact, the Sristi 
(creation) that has been propounded in the Srutis is this Mayikasristi 
(illusory creation) alone. For the Sruti there is no Paramatatparya 
(the ultimate or absolute purport of teaching) in propounding 
‘Sristi’ ; it is merely an Upaya (device) utilized to help discern 
Atman’s Ekatwa (non-dualism, oneness of the Self) but not to 
teach that Dvaita (duality) is Satya (real). For this reason alone, 
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in the Srutis Atmaikatwa (non-dualism of the Self) is eulogized, 
praised - whereas Nanatwa (manifoldness) is decried, refuted. 
Upasana and its resultant fruit of Brahmasayujya have been 
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taught in the Srutis for the sake of those Adhikaris (qualified 
practitioners) entertaining Avidyadristi (the viewpoint of igno¬ 
rance), as they are not able to cognize the Paramartha (the 
Absolute, Ultimate Reality of the Self) ; hence, for the Ajativada 

F 

which the Sruti propounds as its ultimate purport there is no 
danger or damage caused. 

Here an objection of the type -“Proponents of other schools 
of philosophy like Sankhyans, Kanadas (Vaisheshikas or propo¬ 
nents of Vedic Atomic theory), Jains and Buddhists etc. have also 
expounded the Paramartha (the Ultimate Reality) by means of 
Yukti (logical devices), is it not ? Now, this Vaidikavada (theory 
taught by the Vedic lore) which propounds that - ‘Atman is Aja 
(birthless), Nishprapancha (deviod of the world of duality)’ - is 
opposed to their philosophical doctrines, is it not ?” - may arise. 
It is true that the other disputants accept the theory of cause and 
effect, but as regards the topic - “How is the effect bom from 
the cause ? What are the essential natures of ‘cause’ and its 
‘effect’ ?”- they are not unanimous in their theories ; on the 
other hand, they are mutually opposed to one another. Not only 
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that, the defects that the proponent of one school points out in 
the doctrines of a rival group are insoluble or irrefutable ; from 
this itself, the fact that Ajativada is correct gets evolved. But the 
satisfactory solution that - “To the Advaita philosophy - which 
propounds that all duality is bom only magically or illusorily and 
that birth in itself is not Paramartha or absolutely real - no brand 
of dualism whatsoever can possibly be antagonistic” - is depicted 
in the Advaita Prakarana in brief and in the Alatashanti 
Prakarana in detail. For all these reasons, both in the Karikas 
and the Bhashya it has been fully established that ‘Ajativada’ is 
irrefutable. 

THE REALITY BEHIND PRATIBHASIKA VASTUS 

(ILLUSORY PHENOMENA) 

It has been propounded both in the Karikas and the Bhashya 
(1-16, 17 ; 2-2 ; 3-19, 24, 27) that - “In the Ajativada, the tenet 
that - ‘Neither the Jivas nor the Jadavastus (gross things) are bom 
at all’ - is Paramartha (Absolutely real) ; that they are ‘bom’ is 
Mayika (illusory)” - is it not ? In order to elucidate this theory 
they have adduced illustrations of the rope-snake etc. Here in this 
context - we have already indicated - the Vyakhyanaprasthana 
(post-Sureshwara school) has interpreted ‘Maya’ as MQlavidya. 
The followers of that school have adapted and utilized this 
universally acknowledged illustration in a distorted, bizarre man¬ 
ner in propounding their new doctrinaire, dogmatic theory called 
- ‘Anirvachaniya Padarthotpatti’ (the birth of a thing which is 
indescribable or indefinable as real or unreal) to render it highly 
controversial. Their opinion is : “The Pratibhasika Vastus (illu¬ 
sory objects) like the rope-snake etc. are the Parinama (transfor¬ 
mations, metamorphoses) of Avidya (ignorance) which is called 
‘Tulavidya’ or ‘Pallava Vidya’. By virtue of this illustration 
alone the doctrine that the world of duality is Mayika, meaning, 
Mulavidyaparinami (that which is transformed by means of 
Mulavidya or a substantial causal Avidya or ignorance) is estab¬ 
lished.” 

For this doctrine there is not even an iota of support either 
in the Karika or the Bhashya. In the Karika it is written : “Just 
as people misconceive a rope to be a snake or a streak of water 
etc. because they have not cognized it as a rope - Atman also 
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is misconceived in various ways. Just as when people determine 
that - ‘It is a rope alone’ - and there exists that rope alone, 
similarly from the Nishchayadrishti (viewpoint of conviction and 
determination) Atman alone exists” - (2-17, 18). In the Bhashya 
there are sentences of the type - “The imagined snake miscon¬ 
ceived in the rope due to Bhranti (delusion) does not really exist 
and by virtue of Viveka (discrimination) it does not vanish” ; 
“The rope-snake etc. which are the misconceptions of the mind 
do not merge in the rope etc. nor are they bom from the rope 
etc.” ; “Just as the conglomerations of the earthen pot etc. are 
bom from that very Akasha (empty space), in the same way from 
Paramatman (Supreme Self), who is analogous to Akasha, the 
gross conglomerations like Pnthivi (earth) etc. as also the internal 
conglomerations within us which are Karyakaranarupa (of the 
forms of effect and cause) are misconceived to have been bom 
just like the rope-snake.” If we examine these sentences, it can 
be emphatically and affirmatively said that neither in the mind 
of the Karikakara nor of the Bhashyakara there was even an iota 
of this wild imagination of Pratibhasika Utpatti (birth of an 
illusory object). Even during the time the rope-snake etc. are 
imagined (misconceived) in the rope etc. and they appear, at that 
moment too, in reality, the rope-snake etc. are not bom (physi¬ 
cally) ; in the same manner, even if it is said that - ‘From Atman 
the world of duality, is bom’ - it is - just like the rope-snake 
- merely an appearance alone. This alone is the purport of 
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teaching of the Sruti (2-31 - its Bhashya ; 4-42 - its Bhashya ; 
4-49 - its Bhashya). Even the statement that - ‘Atman is Aja’ - 
is not made from the Paramarthadrishti (viewpoint of the Abso¬ 
lute Tmth) ; for, Vedantins first assume the Avidyadrishti (view¬ 
point of ignorant people) to the effect that there exist objects or 
things which have birth, and on the basis of this viewpoint alone 
they propound that - “Atman is Aja ; He does not have birth 
just like the other objects or things.” Therefore, from the 
Paramarthadrishti - ‘Atman is not Aja ; He is Nirvisheshachinmatra 
(Pure, Absolute Consciousness without any special attributes) 
devoid of any Dharma whatsoever’ - and this tenet alone is the 
essence of Ajativada that has been proclaimed both in the Karikas 
and the Bhashya. 
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THE OBJECTION AGAINST MAYAVADA 

For those who are totally immersed, as it were, in Dvaita- 
satyatwabuddhi (innate belief that duality is Absolutely real) - it 
is very difficult to trust that Prapancba (the external gross world 
of duality) is Vitatba (false), Mithya (unreal), Mayika (illusory) 
- as propounded in the Karikas and the Bhashya. The logical 
argument that - “If everything is Mithya, then what is said to 
be Mithya also is rendered Mithya and thereby it amounts to 
saying that everything is verily Satya alone” - is being always 
forwarded by such rabid Dvaitins. God only knows why it does 
not flash to their mind that - “If everything is accepted to be 
Mithya, then the defect, that they point out, also is rendered to 
be Mithya” - ? Further, somehow it has not been discerned by 
them that the concepts - “Everything is Mithya” and “What 
is called ‘Mithya’ is also Mithya” - are not mutually opposed 
ones. 

There is yet another objection raised by Dvaitins against 
Mayavada. That is strengthened and presented in recent times 
by the late Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, and it says : ‘ ‘The opinion 
that - everything is Mithya - runs in and through all Gaudapadas’ 
works like warp and woof. A logician bent upon refutation, for 
the heck of it, may opine that - ‘But, the Sastra - which 
propounds that a Mithya Jiva, in order to evade a Mithyabandhana 
(false bondage) which exists in a Mithya Prapancba (false world) 
and to attain a Mithyarupa Paramapurushartha (the ultimate goal 
of all human existence which is itself Mithya), is carrying on 
Sadhana - itself (i.e. the Sastra) may be Mithya’.” This refutation 
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is not at all a new one. For this both Gaudapada and Sankara 
have given an answer (1-18 - its Bhashya) - viz. “The concepts 
like Sastra and Shishya etc. are assumed tentatively for the 
purposes of spiritual instruction alone, but they are not at all 
Paramartha.” 

But Dr. S. Radhakrishnan, without taking into consideration 
this answer, has formulated a ‘Siddhanta’ of his own and has, 
in the process, expressed an alien opinion which renders the 
Karika Bhashya Siddhanta itself topsy-turvy, so to speak : 
“Between the theory which propounds that - ‘It is an inscrutable 
secret as to how the Nirvikara Paramartha without changing Its 
Svabhava appears in the form of the Jagat’ - and the theory that 
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- ‘The entire universe is a mere mirage’, which refutes the 
existence of the world, there is a great difference.” Neither the 
Karikakara nor the Bhashyakara had believed that the sentence 

- which smacks of timidity - to the effect - “It is an inscrutable 
secret as to how the Paramartha appears in the form of the world 
of duality” - is acceptable to Tattwa Sastra ; it is quite evident 
that such an opinion suggestive of the person’s weak-mindedness 
is of no utility whatsoever for the seekers of Paramapurushartha. 
(a) It is in everyone’s experience that the waking world exists 
in the waking only and not in the dream or in the deep 
sleep ; (b) the truth that Atman exists in all the three Avasthas 
as He is without undergoing any change or mutations whatsoever 
is also Anubhavagamya (discernible by virtue of Intuition). Bar¬ 
ring these two experiences, no other Padartha (entity) exists 
whatsoever and hence the Jagat (world of duality) is Mithya, a 
false appearance that appears in Atman ; those people who do 
not have the Purnadrishti (the comprehensive, plenary view¬ 
point of the Absolute Reality) are dealing with Atman Him¬ 
self as the world of duality and not that Atman has got 
transformed into the world form - this Siddhanta in consonance 
with Intuitive Experience gets evolved. If this excellent, profound 
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Shroutatarka (a logical method enunciated in the Srutis them¬ 
selves) is branded as ‘an inscrutable secret’ by those who cannot 
digest and divine it, then genuine Vedantins may show some 
compassion and a sense of pity towards their this lack of dis¬ 
crimination ; what else can they do ? 

Dr. Radhakrishnan has expressed a Virodhabhasa (a contra¬ 
dictory negative feeling that one begets in his workaday trans¬ 
actions if he follows the Mayavada), in the following manner : 
“It is not possible at all for those who take part in the competi¬ 
tive sport called ‘life’ to do so by believing that this sport is a 
mere show or appearance, and the prizes or presents that we win 
here are mere zeroes ; everyday saying that - ‘No object exists 
really, there is no value whatsoever for anything’ - and keeping 
those very objects with us, we have perforce to carry on our 
daily transactions - this aspect is the prime defect that exists 
in this theory.” To say that the whole universe in which we live 
is a ‘competition’ and that we are engaged and engrossed in this 
competitive sport with the objective of achieving prizes may be 
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an acceptable statement to the people brought up in the Western 
civilization which keeps its competitive transactions as its front¬ 
line motto and which is predominantly guided by empirical sci¬ 
ences. But it is not in keeping with our Indian culture and ethos 
which are predominantly spiritual in their approach to life. 

Although the Kamyakarmas (actions or rituals done to get 
a desire fulfilled) which are stipulated in our scriptures are said 
to yield fruits like heaven etc., even those are decried to be 
Avarakarmas (low-grade, inferior acts), and then for the sake of 
those discriminative people who aspire for Paramapurushartha 
(the prime purport of human existence) Karma Yoga has been 
instructed in the Bhagavadgita. If we merely remember this 
profound teaching, the devil of a desire to acquire prizes in this 
worldly sport will get bewitched, as it were, and vanish into thin 
air. It is quite but natural that people full of desires slog for 
prizes ; but that Sastra (authoritatve text) which encourages and 
applauds such ambitious people cannot be given the honourable 
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name of a ‘Sastra’. 

Further, if the Vedantic statement that - “The world of 
duality is Mithya” - is interpreted as - “No object really exists ; 
no object has any value whatsoever” - then it amounts to doing 
a great injustice to this theory. For, when it is said that objects 
are Mithya, the purport is not that the objects do not have any 
value at all ; it means that they are all, in truth. Brahman (the 
Absolute Reality) alone. The apparent values that we have con¬ 
ceived when compared to the ‘value’ of the Transcendental Entity 
are zeroes indeed. Those people who assert that - “It is impos¬ 
sible for people, who have realized that everything is verily 
Brahman, to carry out any worldly transaction” - will have to be 
dubbed as those who have undertaken the task of not only 
refuting or decrying Gaudapada’s Siddhanta but also the esoteric 
teachings of Shri Krishna, the Gitacharya. To those who have 

meticulously studied the Bhagavadgita verse - 

(Gita 4-24) and Sankara’s Bhashya on it will be able to discern 
the truth that we have expressed here. In the case of those people 
who have thoroughly understood the Gitopadesha that - “Al¬ 
though Jnanis are performing all Karmas, in reality they are not 
performing any Karma whatsoever” - the misconception that - 
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“By virtue of the Jnanis’ empirical transactions, a prime defect 
attaches itself to the current theory” - will also vanish. 

Before concluding this topic we will examine yet another 
sentence of Dr. S. Radhakrishnan 1 : “The world of duality may 
be an inscrutable secret as well as an indescribable or indefinable 
phenomenon. But by this the fact that - a distinct Reality, which 
has subsumed within Itself this world as also which exceeds and 
is beyond this world, necessarily exists - gets established ; but 
the doctrine that the entire world of duality is a mere dream will 
never evolve out of it.” We have already demonstrated the 
shallowness of the statement that - “The world is an inscrutable 
secret.” Neither Gaudapada nor Sankara has argued that the 
world is a mere dream on the basis of the world being an 
inscrutable secret. Both of them have established in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana by virtue of logical devices in consonance with uni¬ 
versal experiences that - “Between the dream and the waking, in 
any manner .or aspect, there does not exist any difference or 
distinction whatsoever.” Those who point out a defect or defi¬ 
ciency in Gaudapada’s teaching should perforce show the defects 
in his logical devices or arguments ; at least, they should show 
as to which is that special feature that exists in the waking but 
not in the dream. But without fulfilling this task if they merely 
express that this theory cannot be accepted, it will fizzle out into 
a mere statement but will not amount to a criticism or contra¬ 
diction of the Siddhanta. 

WITH REGARD TO THE DREAM THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE 

OF OPINION BETWEEN GAUDAPADA AND & AN KARA 

On the strength of a statement by Shri Sankaracharya in his 
Brahmasutra Bhashya (2-2-19) to the effect that “Between the 
waking and the dream, there is Vaidharmya (difference in their 
natures)” Dr. S. Radhakrishnan and some others have inferred 
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that there is a difference of opinion between Shri Sankara and 
Shri Gaudapada. Shri Kokileshwara Shastri has even undertaken 
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the dubious task of showing that to Sankara the distinction 
between the waking and the dream was acceptable, by distorting 


1. The statements of Dr. S. Radhakrishnan that are mentioned 
here are taken from his book - “Indian Philosophy”. 
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and misinterpreting certain Bhashya sentences in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana. 

But, if one examines from an unbiassed viewpoint it is not 
possible at all to point out any difference of opinion between the 
two traditional Acharyas. Further, nowhere in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana Bhashya or anywhere else (i.e. in any other Prakarana 
Bhashyas) Shri Sankara has expressed explicitly that Shri 
Gaudapada’s opinion is not acceptable to him. In fact, in the 
Sutra Bhashya Shri Sankara has reverentially called Shri Gaudapada 
“One who knows the Sampradaya (traditional methodology of 
dissemination) of Vedantartha (the real purport of the scriptures)” 
- (Sutra Bha. 1-4-14, 2-1-9). Hence it has perforce to be inter¬ 
preted that in the Sutra Bhashya the statement to the effect that 
there exists a difference between the waking and the dream is 
made only from the Vyavaharadrishti (empirical viewpoint). His 

own Bhashya statement - - 

(Sutra Bha. 3-2-4) purporting to say that - ‘The waking, just like 
the dream, is Mayika indeed’ - is in keeping with this interpre¬ 
tation. 


THE MANONIGRAHA THAT IS TAUGHT IN 
ADVAITA PRAKARANA 

In this regard many different opinions have arisen among 
the present-day Vedantins. Hence it becomes a necessity to examine 
a little as to what exactly the Karikakara and the Bhashyakara 
have stated about this topic. 

(1) “When (the practitioner) does not make any Sankalpa 
(volition) by virtue of Atmasatyanubodha (the spiritual instruction 
about the Ultimate Reality of the Self), then (his) mind attains 
a state of ‘no-mind’.” - (Ka. 3-23). 

(2) “One should cognize the innate nature of the mind 
which is Nigraha (identification with it is given up) and Nirvikalpa 
(which is not having or entertaining any concepts whatsoever). 
The nature of the mind that exists in Sushupti (deep sleep) is 
different ; for, therein the mind gets Laya (merged) ; but when 
it is Nigraha it does not get merged.” - (Ka. 3-34, 35). 

Some people have believed that the overall meaning of the 
above Karikas is : If the mind is made Nigraha (not grasped or 
supressed) the Samadhi (Yogic trance) that accrues has been 
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explained here and the Mulavidya that exists in Sushupti does not 
exist in Samadhi. We have already demonstrated that the Mulavidya 
vada is not known to the Karikakara or the Bhashyakara. The 
tenet that - “In Sushupti too, just as in Samadhi, the Advaitatma 
swarupa (the essential nature of non-dual Self) alone exists” - has 
been stridently proclaimed in the Karika Bhashya, the Gita Bhashya 
and the Sutra Bhashya (2-1-9, 3-2-7). Besides, since this is a 
Jnana Prakarana (a chapter exclusively dedicated to Self-Knowl¬ 
edge or Intuition) we have to perforce discern it to mean - 
“Cognizing or Intuiting the Atmasatya (the Absolute Reality of 
the Self) by means of Viveka (discrimination) and achieving 
Chittanirodha (giving up identification with the mind Intuitively) 
is itself called here by the name ‘Nigraha’. Therefore, just like 
Dvaita (duality, manifoldness) appears to be real as usual when 
one wakes up from deep sleep, Dvaita when it gets Badhita 
(sublated, falsified) by means of Jnana (Self-Knowledge) it does 
not at all appear to be real. This alone is the difference that is 
pointed out here. We should reckon that the subtle distinction that 
has been depicted between Prajna (the Self with the deep sleep 
state as His adjunct) and Tuny a (the Absolute Self without any 
attribute or association) in the Agama Prakarana is Itself being 
delineated here in a variant manner. 

Now, let us examine the topic itself that is discussed in the 
40th Karika of the Advaita Prakarana alone : 

(3) “For all Yogis, Abhaya (fearlessness), Duhkha Kshaya 
(complete riddance from misery), Jnana (Self-Knowledge, Intu¬ 
ition), Akshaya Shanti (peace or quietude that never diminishes) 
- all these are within the purview of the mind’s Nigraha.” - (Ka. 
3-40). 

What is the essential nature of Manonigraha that is taught 
here ? This topic is worth deliberation. For, while explaining this 
Nigraha in Karikas 3-42 to 46, an opinion to the effect that - 
“If the four hurdles, viz. Laya, Vikshepa, Kashaya and Sukhaswada, 
are surmounted the mind becomes Brahman (the Ultimate, 
Absolute Reality)” - is found. Some people describe that it is 
taught that - here in this context - “(a) Nirvikalpa Samadhi has 
been taught ; (b) to one who has experienced that Samadhi and 
has woken up, till the Prarabdha Karmas get emaciated a blemish 
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called ‘Ajnana Lesha or Samskara’ (remnant of ignorance or its 
latent impression) persists and (c) that after the fall of the mortal 
coil when the vital force gets merged in Brahman the predomi¬ 
nant Mukti (Liberation, Beatitude) called ‘Videha Kaivalya’ is 
attained. ” 

But there is no support or substantiation whatsoever for this 
dogmatic theory either in the Karikas or Karika Bhashyas or any 
other remaining Bhashyas on Prasthanatraya texts. If we reckon 
that in the sixth chapter of the Gita just as Dhyana Yoga has 
been taught as an Antarangasadhana (internal spiritual practice) 
for Jnana Y5ga, here too that very Dhyana Yoga is being in- 
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structed by the name ‘Manonigraha’ - then for Shri Sankara’s 
opinions expressed in both contexts there will be a complete 
agreement or reconciliation brought about. This Manonigraha 
which is instructed for the sake of middle-grade practitioners is 
not Upasana (meditation) which is Purushatantra (within the purview 
of the wish or will of the practitioner) ; by examining through 
Sukshmadrishti (subtle incisive viewpoint) - just as the evaluation 
of the worth of a jewel is determined - similarly without dispers¬ 
ing the mind by thinking of mundane objects, without allowing 
it to get merged (into sleep) by getting fatigued by Atma Chintana 
(contemplating upon the Self), without getting satisfied merely by 
the Ananda (pleasure, mental happiness) bom out of this deep 
examination - to contemplate upon Atmaswarupa with all concen¬ 
tration is itself called ‘Manonigraha’ as a spiritual practice. This 
is also called ‘Nididhyasana.’ Because Advaita Prakarana itself 
has been commenced by decrying Upasana, it becomes estab¬ 
lished that what is instructed here is Nididhyasana which is quite 
different from Upasana. In calling this Nididhyasana by the name 
of ‘Upasana’ there is no defect at all ; for, even Jnana (Self- 
Knowledge, which is Intuitive and not intellectual or mental), 
being called by the name of ‘Upasana’ is to be found in Srutis 
and Smritis. But we should not neglect or negate the differ¬ 
ence that exists between Upasana which is a spiritual practice 
to attain Brahmasayujya (merger in Brahman) in Lokantara 
(other world after the fall of the mortal coil) and this Upasana 
which is said to be the cause for Atmasatyanubodha (the 
spiritual instruction about the Self being the Ultimate Reality) 
here and now in this very life. For that reason alone, while 
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concluding the purport of Advaita Prakarana the Bhashyakara 
has stated : “These Manonigraha etc., creation which is likened 
to Mrilldhadi (clay, iron etc.) and Upasana are said to be Upaya 
(devices) to help cognize the Paramartha (the Absolute, Ultimate 
Reality) and not Paramarthasatya (themselves the Absolute Real¬ 
ity).” 

THE REFUTATION OF DUALITY THAT IS TO BE FOUND IN 

THE KARIKAS AND THE BHASHYA 

Both Gaudapada and Sankara have refuted here and there 
the doctrines of Vaisheshikas, Sankhyans, Buddhists, Jains, 
Mimamsakas etc. We have to determine through cautious delib¬ 
eration as to what is the benefit gained from this refutation. For, 
just as for the Buddhist Shunyavadins, Sankhyans, Vaisheshikas 
etc. who have necessarily to refute the rival doctrines in order 
to demonstrate that their own respective doctrine is correct - for 
Advaitins, there is no such need at all of any refutation. For the 
Dvaitins (dualists) since duality or manifoldness is real in the 
absolute sense, even after establishing their Siddhantas (final 
spiritual teachings) there remains the task for them to show or 
prove the rival doctrines to be defective and unsustainable. But 
from the standpoint of the Advaitins, since all duality is Maya 
Kalpita (conceived due to illusion) from this Kalpitadvaita (imag¬ 
ined or misconceived duality) there is no harm or danger what¬ 
soever caused for Advaita (3-17, 18) ; therefore, by virtue of 
establishing Advaita it amounts to refuting Dvaita. Even so, 
Dvaita has been separately refuted, the reasons being : (a) Since 
Dvaita Siddhantas are mutually contradictory, Dvaitabuddhi (the 
sense of duality being real) becomes, in its wake, the cause for 
Ragadwesha (likes and dislikes) - (3-17 - its Bhashya) ; (b) since 
Advaita is the substrate for all imaginations or concepts, it is 
always Shivaswarupa (of the essential nature of auspiciousness of 
the Lord Almighty) - (2-33 - its Bhashya) - thus to indicate to 
die Mumukshus (seekers of Liberation here and now) this has 
been done ; (c) since the Dvaitins have followed the wrong or 
erroneous viewpoint opposed to the Vedic teachings, in order to 
indicate that if their philosophies are examined in the proper 
deliberative method - they are cleaiiy rendered as illogical «md 
untenable - (3-13 - its Bhashya). This opinion has been signified 
repeatedly by the Bhashyakara in the following sentences : 
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iHIlR+dr^d^dirH: WTSRlfcIc^f^ dl[=fr c t)lR;f*n ScqpHHW’ - (2-35 - its 
Bhashya) - meaning : “Only to Saimyasins who do not have any 
defects and who are totally dedicated and devoted to Vedantartha 
(the Reality that is expounded in the Upanishadic lore) it is 
possible for seeing (i.e. cognizing, Intuiting) this Atman (inner¬ 
most Self) and not to Tarkikas (logicians) and others whose 
minds have been disturbed and distracted by (defects like) Raga 
(attachment, affinity) etc. and who have presumed only those 
philosophies which they like and want - this is the purport.” 

The refutation or decrying of Upasanas which are stipulated 
in the Sastras themselves is for the ultimate purport of indicating 
the greatness or profundity of Ajativada and not with the inten¬ 
tion of showing that those Sadhanas are useless in all respects. 
For that reason alone, both the Karikakara and the Bhashyakara 
have expressed that for low and middle-grade practitioners the 
Sruti, out of compassion, as it were, stipulate Karmas and Upasanas 
(3-16) ; for Shrotriyas (those who listen to the discourses on 
Srutis) with gross intellect Srishti (creation) has been accepted so 
as to be quite helpful and convenient for their Sadhanas like 
Karma etc. (4-42). Seen from this viewpoint, the common 
Siddhanta of both the Karikakara and the Bhashyakara is verily 
- “Dvaita is Vyavaharikasatya (real from the empirical viewpoint) 
and Advaita is Paramarthasatya (Absolutely Real).” 

This preface has already been a long-drawn one but was felt 
to be neccessary to root out certain deep-seated misconceptions 
on the part of preachers and practitioners alike. It need not be 
gainsaid that in a big treatise of this magnitude many topics, 
statements, expressions or phrases are repeated ad nauseam irri¬ 
tatingly, disconcertingly ; but the subject being highly subtle and 
esoteric, repetition of certain technical Vedantic words so as to 
suit different contexts is more a virtue that a vice. In this regard 
I crave the indulgence of the readers and request them to bear 
with me. But before concluding it I have to express my heart¬ 
felt gratitude to Sri Swami Bhumananda Tlrtha, who readily 
agreed to write a foreword to this magnum opus at short notice 
and his observation about the book are truly in the nature of a 
morale-booster to me. I would be failing in my obligatory duty 
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if I do not record here my sincere thanks to the Trustees of 
A dhyatma Prakasha Karyalaya, Holenarsipur and M/s. L. M. 
Graphics for all the help rendered by them. If even a few seekers 
and students benefit by this gem of a text my efferts will be 
considered to be fruitful. 


Holenarsipur 

.12.11.97 


D.B. Gangolli 
Translator 



THE ESSENTIAL GAUDAPADA 

WHO IS SHRI GAUDAPADACHARYA ? 

Till today no one knows historically as to who was this Shri 
Gaudapadacharya. However, Advaitins while remembering the 
traditional teachers (Guru Parampara) recite a verse in which it 
is said that Shri Suka had a disciple by name ‘Gaudapada’. 
However, Wallaser, a foreign Indologist, has opined that, that 
name is conceived in keeping with a general traditional conven¬ 
tion in the northern parts of the country and that there was no 
individual by that name. On the strength of two epithets of 

f 

‘Gauda’ and ‘Dravida’ used for Shri Gaudapada and Shri Sankara, 
respectively, by Shri Sureshwaracharya, a known direct disciple 
of the latter in his work, ‘Naishkarmyasiddhi’, we have to imag¬ 
ine or infer that Shri Gaudapada was a famous Vedantin in the 
region called “Gaudadesha”. Dr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has 
imagined that ‘Gauda’ was his name and ‘Pada’ was an honorific 

f 

given to him out of veneration. Even in the several ‘Sankara 
Vijayas’ now in vogue there is no help coming forth with regard 
to this name. On the whole, this riddle is not yet solved. 

NAME OF THIS PRAKARANA 

It is said that in some hand-written old manuscripts pertain¬ 
ing to this first Prakarana it is called ‘Agama Shastra’ and the 
commentary on it, ‘Agama Shastra Vivarana’ (AS. p.231, 234, 
236, 244). Although this name of ‘Agama Shastra’ is not in 
vogue among the Advaitins, Anandagiri, one of the Tikakara 

(critical commentator), has mentioned a verse : ‘dyftl 

o^qf^cu^nuiHfd’ (Mandukya 

Bhashya Pushpika 223), it can be surmised that during this 
commentator’s time this name also was in usage. In these days, 
it has become a convention to call this text by the popular name 
of ‘Shri Gaudapada Karikas.’ 

OTHER WORKS BY SHRI GAUDAPADA 

Some people opine that the Bhashya or commentary on 
‘Sankhya Karikas, Uttaragita and a couple of other works have 
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been written by this Acharya, but there is no satisfactory evi¬ 
dence to affirm that he is the author since there is a great 
difference between the style of exposition of the Karikas and the 
style evident in these works. Hence, it has to be concluded 
inevitably that the author of these treatises is not Shri Gauda- 
padacharya. 


IS MANDUKYA UPANISHAD TOO A POURUSHEYA GRANTHA 
(SCRIPTURE TEXT WRITTEN BY A HUMAN BEING) 

LIKE AGAMA PRAKARANA 


Although the followers of the traditional method of teaching 
(Sampradayikas) firmly believe that ‘Mandukya’ is an ‘Upanishad’, 
some modem research scholars, who have a pronounced procliv¬ 
ity of determining the historical backround by means of inferen¬ 
tial and logical deductions alone, have imagined that this is a 
work of human origin alone. Deussen, a Western scholar on 
Indology, has opined on the Strength of the Bhashya excerpt by 

Shri Sankaracharya - “ 

- that the phrase - - belongs to the main text 

of the four Prakaranas written by the author, Shri Gauda 
padacharya. 

To substantiate further this above contention of his, Deussen 

r 

has taken recourse to the argument that Shri Sankaracharya has 

f 

not exemplified Mandukya as a Sruti (Upanishad) anywhere in 
his Bhashyas. But as against this argument, neither Shri Sankara 
has mentioned this part of the Upanishad as a work by Shri 
Gaudapada nor the other Vedantins belonging to his Sampradaya 
(tradition) as well as any other acknowledged commentator hav¬ 
ing opined like that is to be seen anywhere in the whole gamut 
of Sanskrit literature. Therefore, this influence is to be considered 
as belonging to the realm of wild imaginations alone. 

Late Dr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has written in his 
“Agama Shastra” which he has published in both English (1943) 
and Sanskrit (1950) languages, that the Karikas are together the 
original or first text compiled and that some one has composed, 
on the strength of some ancient Upanishads, the ‘Mandukyo- 
panishad’ which has become famous in present times as a 
scriptural text. Further, he has opined that in this Upanishadic 
portion attempts to systematize the various topics and aspects in 
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both the Karikas and the Upanishads, to amend as also add new 
topics for the purposes of elucidation are to be seen. To show 
that this opinion too is a figment of sheer imagination it is 
sufficient if we understand the meaning of the Verse by Shri 
Sureshwaracharya in his Brihadaranyaka Vartika (a sub-commen¬ 
tary on his preceptor Shri Sankaracharya’s Bhashya on that 

Upanishad), viz. I 

(Bri. Va. 3-8-6, p. 1294), in which he has named 
‘Mandukya as an ‘Upanishad’ in very clear unantriguous terms, 
Not only that ; Dr. Bhattacharya has not shown or exemplified 
any authoritative and convincing statement to prove his conten¬ 
tion that Mandukya is a recent work. This defect in his theory 
the readers should discern. 

IS THERE A DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE AGAMA 
PRAKARANA AND THE UPANISHAD 

Dr. Bhattacharya has given two main reasons to substantiate 
his theory and they are : (1) If Agama Prakarana is the Com¬ 
mentary on the Mandukyopanishad, then what was propounded in 
the prose portion should have been explained in the Karikas 
without exaggeration. But that is not so. (2) It can be discerned 
that the Karikas existing originally, the Upanishadic part has been 
interpolated later only after comparing the prose and poetry 
portions. 

Without giving into these considerations which are purely 
of academic interest and more an exercise in futility, we should 
not forget a general counter-argument which can be raised in this 
regard. First and foremost, the Karikas are not a commentary, 
word by word (Anavayakrama) on the Mandukyopanishad giving 
the meaning of each and every word and then determining the 
purport of the whole sentence. If it were so, Shri Sarikaracharya 
would not have written his Bhashyas on the Upanishadic Mantras 
or verses. Without understanding this important aspect, 
Dr. Bhattacharya has allowed his wild imagination to formulate 
puerile objections like : ‘Why has not the Karikakara explained 
this word ?’ ; ‘Why is this word different in the original text and 
its commentary ?’ etc. It is not that his objections cannot at all 
be answered satisfactorily but they are not so important and valid 
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to be gone into full detail here in this text. We will leave that 
vain task to academicians. 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE UPANISHAD 
AND THE AGAMA PRAKARANA 

Any needless controversy raised by modem research schol¬ 
ars or academicians who surmise or contend that Mandukya is 
a text compiled by an individual in recent times and for the 
Karikas the main authoritative source is Brihadaranyaka Upanishad 
alone is without any valid evidence worth serious consideration 
by the true seekers. Suffice it to say that from time immemorial 
the traditional teachers have taken Mandukya as one of the 
principal ten Upanishads selected by Shri Sankara for writing his 
famous time-honoured Bhashyas. It can be unquivocally asserted 
that Mandukya Upanishad has itself served as the original source 
for Shri Gaudapada to compile his famous Karikas ; besides, in 
order to prove that his explanatory commentaries in the form of 
Karikas are fully in consonance with all Vedantas (Upanishads) 

/ mm 

beyond any shadow of doubt or ambiguity the Acharya has in 
various contexts quoted and exemplified excerpts from Taittiriya 
and Brihadaranyaka Upanishads in support of his conclusions and 
teachings. 

DELIBERATION ABOUT OMKARA IN THE KARIKAS 

Dr. Bhattacharya has imagined further that : “Only after 
completing the deliberation on Atman’s ‘Padas’ like Vishwa, 
Taijasa and Prajna in the Karikas (in the 19th Karika, to be 
exact), a comparison has been drawn between Vishwa, Taijasa, 
Prajna (the three Padas) and Akara, Ukara, Makara (the three 
Matras). But in the Upanishad (Mandukya) at the outset itself the 
description of Omkara has been started. The subject-matter which 
is the object of a device (Upeya) in the Karika is itself, men¬ 
tioned first and then alone Omkara which is the device has been 
taken up for deliberation and this is quite reasonable ; the author 
of the prose text, having been influenced by the Chhandogya, 
Taittiriya and other Upanishads, has elevated Omkara to a higher 
status ; because in the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad there is no 
Omkara Upasana (meditation on Omkara) Shri Gaudapada, the 
author of ‘Agama Shastra’ (meaning, the Karikas in toto), has not 
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given the pride of place to Omkara and has himself added that 
at the end of the first Prakarana (Chapter).” 

It need not be gainsaid that all these are wild conjectures 
akin to an attempt to draw a picture in empty space alone. We 
have emphasized above the fact that Mandukya Upanishad alone 
is the original source for the Karikas and that in order to bring 
home the purport or the precepts taught in that Upanishad alone 
Shri Gaudapada has independently written the four Prakaranas. 
We have already explained that with the introductory remark - 

‘37^ sfdl+i - ‘Here in this context, these Slokas (verses or 
Karikas) explain this topic” - Shri Gaudapada has written the 

f — 

Slokas of the ‘Agama Prakarana’ so as to agree with the different 
topics mentioned in the Upanishad as also that there is a very 
innate coherence between the Upanishad and this first Prakarana 
in so far as deliberation on certain topics is concerned. In the 
Karikas the reason for the deliberation on Omkara being given 
at the end is not the absence of Omkara Upasana in the 
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad. Not only that, therein it is eulogised 
that Omkara is the cause for the whole of the Vedas. 

In the Mandukyopanishad Omkaropasana (meditation on 
Omkara) has not been elaborated upon predominantly indeed ; 
similarly, in the Karikas too Omkaropasana has not been ex¬ 
pounded. Here in the Karikas Omkara means not merely a word 
or sound alone ; it is verily the Paramartha (the Absolute, 
Ultimate Reality) beyond the name (Abhidhana), the named 
(Abbidbeya) as also all mundane transactions (Vyavahara). 
* Take details from M. Up. Manjari. 

In truth, the first. Prakarana (Chapter) among the four 
Prakaranas written by Shri Gaudapada going by the name of 
‘Agama Prakarana’ has the exclusive purport of determining the 
essential nature of this Omkara. In the Upanishad for this purpose 
of determining the subtle meaning of Omkara alone, at the 
beginning itself Omkara has been taught and then after having 
expounded that Omkara is nothing but all-Comprehensive and all- 
pervasive Brahmatma Tattwa (the Absolute Reality of Brahman 
or Atman), that very Atman (Self) alone is taught to be Omkara 
from the predominant view point of the name and further it is 
explained that in this context there is no difference whatsoever 
between the three Padas (quarters) and the three Matras (alpha- 
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bets). In order to elucidate this secret alone in the Karikas first 
the Atma Tattwa or the Ultimate Reality of the Self is determined 
to be the ‘Turiya’ (the fourth) and then only the deliberation on 
Omkara is begun. One can discern beyond any shadow of doubt 
or ambiguity the essential nature of Omkara in consonance with 
the Karika teaching from the commentaries on 1-26 to 29. 

Here in this context, Bhashyakara Shri Sankara has com¬ 
mented that in an indirect manner (Avantara Tatparya) for the 
sake of middle and low grade Adbikaris (seekers) Omkara Upas ana 
has been mentioned. The relevant Bhashya excerpt is to be found 

in the commentary on the 12th Mantra as follows : “‘KHwwflwi 

- Meaning : Hence we 
have also commented on this Karika in the same manner. For that 
reason herein it should be understood that there is no contradic¬ 
tion at all. 

THE QUINTESSENCE OF AGAMA PRAKARANA 

There are many more topics, which are to be examined and 
deliberated upon, and which pertain to the methodology of teach¬ 
ing adopted in the Karikas. They will be taken up while explain¬ 
ing the purports of the next Prakaranas and their respective 
introductions according to the contexts and relevance. At present 
for the sake of the seekers (Jijnasus) remembering the essence of 
the teachings of the Agama Prakarana we will briefly mention 
them : (1) Here in this Prakarana in order to enable us to cognize 
or Intuit the Ultimate Reality of Atman (Self) as It is the 
determination of the essence of Omkara has been carried out in 
the main. Hence one should not take Omkara to be merely a 
word or sound ; Omkara is, in truth, the Absolute, Ultimate 
Reality (Paramartha Tattwa) which is perennially devoid of the 
three Avasthas or states of consciousness ; which is neither a 
name (Abhidana) nor the named (Abbideya) and which is devoid 
of the divisions or distinctions of the Known (Grabya) or the 
Knower (Grabaka). This Reality has been called ‘the fourth 
quarter’ (Turiya Pada) which It is being described through the 
quarters (Pada Vi varan a) and alphabet-less Omkara (Amatra 
Omkara) while It is being described through the alphabets ‘A’, 
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‘U’, ‘M\ Both in the seventh and the twelfth Mantras of the 
Mandukya Upanishad and in the ‘Turiya Karikas’ and the ‘Pranava 
Karikas’ (which names we have added to these respective Karikas) 
this Omkara alone is taught. 

(2) Agama really means - By adopting the traditional 
(Sampradayic) methodology of Superimposition and Rescission 
(Adhyaropa Apavada Nyaya) - to wit, although they are not real 
in the Ultimate analysis (i.e. from the standpoint of the Pure 
Consciousness of the Witnessing Self) the three states of Con¬ 
sciousness, viz. the waking, the dream and the deep sleep, which 
appear to be every one’s experiences in the workaday transac¬ 
tions are conceived as if they are really the characteristics or the 
qualities (Dharmas) of Atman in the forms of three Padas and 
three Matras, and thereby the seeker is made to realize (Intuit) 
that that Atman (Self) exists and thereafter once he is able to 
Intuit the Absolute Reality of his own innate Atman or Self in 
order to dissuade him from really taking the Padas and the 
Matras to be the characteristics or qualities of his Atman the 
Shastra (Upanishad) now rescinds or falsifies them. Thus in a 
very Intuitive, comprehensive but subtle manner both the 
Upanishads and the preceptor (Guru) well-versed in the Shastraic 
and Sampradayic method of teaching the Transcendental Reality 
of Atman (Brahman) is taught in its very essence as It is and 
the genuine seeker comes to Intuit It. 

In order to bring home this Chaturtha (the fourth, which is 
nothing but the Ultimate Reality or Paramartha) Tattwa, in the 

Mantra :- VNtwr W ftwntci ^4 tprI siRqr" - Meaning, 
“(Those who Know the Ultimate Reality - who have realized the 
Self in His essential nature) call this non-dual (Advaita), who is 
devoid of this world of the forms of the states and the ownership 
of those states, devoid of the name (Abhidana) and the named 
(Abhideya) explained above, who is unto Himself peaceful (nay, 
verily an embodiment of peace or quiescence) and of the very 
essence of Bliss (Paramananda Swarupa) alone - ‘the fourth’ ; 
That Reality Itself is Atman”. In the Upanishad it has been 

enunciated that : srffr ■qqq’hprc 

- Meaning : “Omkara which is devoid of the Matras, the 
fourth and beyond the reach of Vyavahara or mundane workaday 
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dealings, is, in truth, Advaita or non-dual (having nothing else as 
second to It) indeed, devoid of the world (of duality) of the 
names of the alphabets and their respective forms, which is 
auspicious and propitious ; thus Omkara is nothing but Atman 
alone.” This teaching alone is established and elucidated in the 
Turiya Karikas as well as in the Pranava Karikas found in the 
first Agama Prakarana - Atman is devoid of the Prapancha (world 
of duality) of the three Avasthas, meaning He is devoid of 
Avidya (ignorance) of the dual forms of Agrahana (non-compre¬ 
hension or ignorance) and Anyathagrahana (misconception) 
(1-15). Omkaratman is devoid of the world of duality of names 
(Abhidhana Prapancharahitaha), meaning Atman alone of the very 
essence of Absolute Bliss (Paramananda Swarupa), devoid of all 
kinds of divisions.” In the Chhandogya Upanishad the Upadesha 

or spiritual teaching expounded in the statement. ^ 

flrucM ■?! sntqi d^Hly" meaning, “This alone is the essential nature 
of all this world of duality, This alone is the Reality (Satyam), 
This alone is Atman ; That thou art” - is nothing but this 
teaching alone. 

The statement to the effect that - “Prajna is the cause for 
the birth, sustenance and dissolution of the world of duality”, 
thereby superimposing causation, sustenance & dissolution of the 
world of duality on Atman is done only from the viewpoint of 
Avidya alone, and in order to drive home this truth Shri 

Gaudapadacharya has written a Karika as follows : 

WT ^ i ll” - meaning : “Jlva 

is asleep owing to eternal Maya (illusion), seeing a dream ; when 
he wakes up to Jnana or Self-Knowledge (Intuitive experience) 
attained with the aid of the teaching by the Shastra or Upanishadic 
lore and the Acharya (preceptor well-versed in the traditional 
methodology of teaching), then he cognizes the Ultimate truth 
that this Atman or Self is Aja (devoid of the Avidya Nidra of 
sleep called Avidya or ignorance) which, in turn, is the non¬ 
comprehension of the Absolute Reality), is Advaita (one in whom 
there does never exist any kind of world of duality).” Here in 
this Karika the difference between the viewpoints with regard to 
the Ultimate Reality of Brahmatman of the Jnanis (Realized 
souls) and the Ajnanis (common people ignorant of their very 
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essence of Being as the Self, Atman) in a very clear manner. 
This very meaning is conveyed in certain other words in the 

Bhagavadgita verse : firciT ^4 'hamIH,” (G. 2-69). How to Intuit 

this Absolute, Ultimate Reality of the Self has been propounded 

in the Mandukya Upanishad in the following words : "uTq^icHl- 

t 

efc” - meaning, “He who Intuits or cognizes 

(Atman) will enter or merge into, (become one with) Atman in 
the form of Atman” ; in the Agama Prakarana this teaching has 

been condensed in the words : T3 R:’’, 

meaning : “He who has Intuited Omkara alone is a Muni, the 
rest are not Munis. To wit, he who Intuits his own Self (Atman) 
who is devoid of the world of duality (Prapancharahita), birthless 
(Aja), non-dual (Advitiya) as He is in essence culminating in 
Intuitive experience (Anubhava), - he alone is a Muni, meaning 
he is a holy man (Mahatma) who has attained that non-dual 
silence (Mouna) of the very essence of Intuitive experience 
(Anubhava) which is beyond the reach of speech and mind, 
in truth, which is speech of the speech and mind of the 
mind. 

The really qualified people for Intuiting the essential nature 
of Reality of Omkara, propounded here, are only those aspirants 
(Jijnasus) who have acquired extreme renunciation (Vairagya 
Sampannaha). Those Sannyasins (recluses) with middle-class 
qualifications are fit for contemplating upon the identity between 
the Padas and Matras of Omkara as Upasana (meditation), while 
those Sannyasins belonging to a lower grade are fit for the 
Pratikopasana (meditation on the symbol) of Omkara. Although 
it can be ascertained from authoritative sources like epics and 
mythological texts that those Mumukshus or aspirants for Libera¬ 
tion who have not acquired the above-mentioned qualifications - 
also can by remembering divine names like Rama, Krishna etc. 
achieve purification of the mind or Chittashuddhi and thereafter 
according to each one’s capacity attempt to deliberate upon the 
Ultimate Reality (Tattwa Vichara), this fact has not been stated 
here. 

In retrospect, thus in the Agama Prakarana the quintessence 
of the Upanishad has been briefly mentioned. To elaborate upon 
this teaching on the strength of Shastra and Yukti and bring 
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home the subtle teaching alone is the main goal of the next three 
Prakaranas. 

(Taken from the Introduction to the other three Prakaranas) - 
[Facts about the Four Prakaranas compiled by Gaudapada]. 

It is not possible to reckon from Shri Sankara’s Bhashyas 
that the complete treatise comprising the four Prakaranas authored 
by Shri Gaudapada by way of a commentary on Mandukyopanishad 

r 

bore one comprehensive name or title. In fact, Shri Sankara has 
called the treatise ‘Prakaranachatushtaya’ alone. But the commen¬ 
tator on Shri Sankara’s Bhashya by name ‘Anandagiri’, while 
explaining an invocatory verse by Shri Gaudapada, has stated : 

- meaning “He (Shri Sankara) salutes his grand-precep¬ 
tor (Shri Gaudapada) who was the expounder (Pranetru) of Agama 
Shastra after stating the benefit of his commentary (Bhashya)” - 
(Mandukya Bhashya p. 223). The topic as to who this anandagiri 
also has become controversial. For, it has become conventional 
or traditional to call many famous sub commentaries (Vyakhyanas) 
or Upanishad Bhashyas to be those of Anandagiri alone. If the 
opinions expressed in those commentaries are compared, we get 
sufficient evidence to conclude that this person by name Anandagiri 
is not one but many. Let it be anything. We can reasonably 
believe that during the times of the commentator Anandagiri who 
wrote his sub-commentary on Mandukya Bhashya the Karika 
Grantha (by Shri Gaudapada) was having the name of ‘Agama 
Shastra. ” 

Agama means a Pramana (valid means of Knowledge) of 
the nature of spiritual instruction which is other than the Pramanas 
like Pratyaksha (percepts), Anumana (inference) etc. but which is 
Sampradayic (traditionally handed down from the teacher to the 
taught). Hence the purport implicit in this name of Agama is the 
fact that Shri Gaudapada has written this Prakarana Chatushtaya 
comprising many Karikas (verses) keeping in mind the Upanishadic 
teachings alone in a predeminant sense. The fact that the treatise 
is fit to be called ‘Agama Shastra’ can be justifiably substantiated 
only by means of an Intuitive deliberation on the subject-matter 
of the Prakaranas. 
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For instance : In the first ‘Agama Prakarana’ the Upanishadic 
instructions alone are propounded predominantly. Although 
herein Yukti (logical devices) are utilised to some extent, they 
are all Gouna (of secondary importance). But though (compara¬ 
tively speaking) in the next three Prakaranas Yukti alone is given 
all the predominance, the Upanishads and their teachings have 
been invariably given their pride of place as the canonical, 
authoritative sources. The Upanishadic discription of Atman as : 

^ WIWT tf? meaning : “Atman, 

as He is in the dream state, is not internally conscious 
(Antahprajnam) ; as in the waking state, He is not externally 

conscious (Bahishprajnam) ; . as in the deep sleep state, He 

is not without Consciousness (Aprajnam) - is taken as an authori¬ 
tative source ; further discerning the Upanishadic description of 
the dream, Atman, just like the waking Atman, in similar words 
like ‘Saptanga’ or one endowed with seven limbs and 
‘Ekonavimshati mukhaha’ or one having nineteen openings or 
doorways, Shri Gaudapada has called both waking and dream 
states as dream alone ; and finally with a view to describing 
Atman who exists (pervades) in all the three states is in truth 
without any taint or obligatory relation whatsoever with any of 
the three states Shri Gaudapada has depicted ‘Turiya’ (the fourth 
one when compared to the three states meaning the witnessing 
Pure Consciousness alone) with such characteristic features as 
Ajam (birthless), Anidram (devoid of deep sleep), Asvapn&m 
(devoid of dream), Advaitam (non-dual) in these three Prakaranas. 

If the fact that the special features of (G.K. 1-16, 

3-36, 4-81) are mentioned in Agama Prakarana, Advaita Prakarana 
and Alatashanti Prakarana is remembered, then we can get con¬ 
vinced that this treatise (by Shri Gaudapada) is not only the 
‘Agama Shastra’ which expounds the real purport of the 
Upanishads, but also a Shastra which depicts the ‘Sampradayic 
Siddhanta’ or the traditional methodology of teaching the Ulti¬ 
mate Reality as handed down from time immemorial from the 
Guru to the Shishya indeed. Especially the word ‘Advaita' (non¬ 
dualism) is to be found in all the four Prakaranas. 

SHRI GAUDAPADA’S SAMPRADAYA 
Treatises on Advaita written prior to the times of Shri 
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Gaudapada are not available now. His treatises bristle with the 
technical terms used in Buddhism texts as well as their logical 
devices (Yuktis). Therefore, some research scholars devoted to 
finding out the textual teachings of Buddhistic treatises and Shri 
Gaudapada’s works have imagined that for Advaita Philosophy 
Buddhism itself is the source. In his book - “History of Indian 
Philosophy”, Shri Dasgupta has not only surmised that Shri 
Gaudapada has borrowed ideas from Buddhistic treatises, but also 
has gone so far as to allege that Shri Gaudapada was himself a 
Buddhist ! Shri Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, another renowned 
Indian writer (philosopher) has propounded that in view of the 
similarity of the technical words used by him and the Buddhistic 
texts, Shri Gaudapada has championed the Vijnanavada (of the 
Buddhists) alone.’ But these contentions are rendered untenable 
if we observe the fact that Shri Gaudapada has himself expressed 
the opinion that his tenets are supported by those of ancient 
(traditional) teachers and this purpose alone he has specified in 
the Vaitathya Prakarana by statements like “Vedanteshu Vichaksha- 
naihi” (2-31) ; “Munibhirvedaparagaihi (2-35). In several Sankara 
Bhashyas too (viz. Gita Bhashya 13-22, 13-13, 18-50 ; Briha- 
daranyaka Bhashya 2-120 ...) at many places reverential refer¬ 
ences to amount preceptors well-versed in the Sampradayic 
methodology of teaching have been made ; in the Sutra Bhashya 
(1-1-17, 3-2-21) the teachings of Nirvishesha Brahmavadins (theory 
of the ultimate Reality of Brahman being deviod of any special 
features whatsoever) are taken up for discussion and adopted. 
Because (a) general tenet of Advaita (non-dualism) by various 
preceptors are referred to and refuted and (b) the Nishprapancha 
Brahmavada or theory of Brahman being devoid of any world of 
duality is examined and expounded to be Sampradayic in several 
statements found here and there in the Bhashyas - it becomes 
evident that Shri Gaudapada never formulated afresh (or in¬ 
vented) the Ajadvayatmavada or the theory of Atman as the 
ultimate Reality being birthless and non-dual. Besides, from the 
sub-commentaries on G.K. Bh. 2-32, Bri. Bh. 2-1-20 by 
Anandajnama and from the commentary on ‘Samkshepa Sharira’ 
by Madhusudana Saraswati it is established that ancient precep¬ 
tors like Brahmanandi, Dravidacharya ere, were belonging to this 
school of Advaita philosophy or Sampradaya. Therefore, because 
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of all these evidences it can be inferred that Shri Gaudapada’s 
Sampradaya co-existed with other contemporary Advaita schools 
for a long period of time. 

GAUDAPADA’S SIDDHANTA Vs BUDDHISTIC VIJNANAVADA 

The basic source for Buddhistic Siddhanta is Anatmavada. 
But whether in the ancient or Buddhistic works (a) neither the 
Intuitive deliberation on Atman who is of the nature of Netinetyatma 
(not this, not that) as described in the Brihadaranyaka and 
Shwetashwatara Upanishads Sarvabhutastha (who is pervading all 
things and phenomena) and ‘Saksbichaitanya * (witnessing Pure 
Consciousness) - (b) nor the Intuitive deliberation on the 
‘Avasthatraya Saksbi ’ (the Witnessing Consiousness of the three 
states of Consciousness) as described in the Mandukya, Chandogya 
and Brihadaranyaka Upanishads have been examined in the least ; 
it being so, how and on what grounds at all can it be sustained 
to argue that the ultimate Reality of Atman which Shri Gaudapada 
has propounded (quite in consonance with the Upanishadic and 
his own traditional school’s time-tested spiritual teachings) as 
‘Ajanidraswapna has evolved out of either Buddhistic Vijnanavada 
or Yogacharavada ? 

We will be be constrained to conclude that those who argue 
and allege that there is similarity between Vijnanavada and Shri 
Gaudapadacharya’s Vada have not taken into their reckoning the 
contrary or disparity between these two theories. For the benefit 
of our readers, we will mention here under some verses of 
Buddhistic teachings and try to depict the striking disparity be¬ 
tween the purport impicit in them and the opinions of Shri 
Gaudapada : 

(O at’TOMR+crMtifw sA tra^I 

This verse is taken from Maitreyanatha’s ‘Madhyanta 
Vibhaga’. The commentator of this text has stated : (non-existent 
or false decision) necessarily exists. Just as in the Rajju or rope 
there does not exist Sarpaswabhava or snake nature whatsoever, 
but the rope exists in the Rajjuswabhava or rope nature alone 
similarly the Vijiiana called Abhuta Parikalpa invariably exists ; 
but in k the categories or concepts of Vishayi or subject and 
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Vishaya or object especially do not exist ; even in the 
Vishayavishayibhava Shunyatwa or void in which both concepts 
of subject and object do not exist there exists Vijnana or intel¬ 
lectual Consciousness or awareness ? 

In the Mandukya Karika, Shri Gaudapada has written : 

sanm i -=iPRt n 

Its Purport : Neither the Jivas nor the Chitta (mind) are 
form ; tosay that they exist is mere Mithyabhinivesha (deluded 
staunch belief). The Vijnanavadins purport is first to demonstrate 
that Vijnana (intellectual awareness) alone exists and the repute 
the doctrine of the Shunyavadins that everything is Nisbswabhava 

(of the nature of essencelessness). Shri Gaudapada in 4-28 : ‘tTCRT 

hxupA 1 has opined that neither the Chitta or mind 
nor the Jivas exist apart from Brahman which is Akhandachaitanya 
or immutable, importible pure consciousness, can these disparate 
teachings be reckoned as one and the same ? The mind alone 
exists inside (internally) ; that alone appears as the external 
objects - this is the opinion of the Buddhistic Vijnanavadin ; 

Dijiiaga has written in his treatise called - “Alambana 
Pariksha” ; 

fadH^MoHl^ddlciMdqiPl ^ II 

- in very clear terms. This opinion is refused in the Sutra 
Bhashya. But Gaudapadacharya has stated in his Karika 4-67 : 

^ % 1% <KWl(d "#3^ | 

II ^iT. 'X-^VS 

He not only states that both the mind and its perceived 
object are mutually dependent but also that both the waking and 
the dream are states of the same kind as also shown that both 
are Mithya or false ; further he has established that for both these 
states of consciousness Atman alone is the substratum. All these 
facts have been affirmed in the Vaitathya Prakarana. 

Vasubandhu, a Yogachara Vijnanavadin, has stated that - 
“The empirical or waking consciousness (Pratyaksha Buddhi) 
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might have been like the perceptible knowledge accruing in the 
dream. When a person becomes conscious in the manner - 
‘I have perceived such and such a thing’ - actually there is no 
Pratyaksha or Perceptible object ; Where the external objects too 
are Kshanika or ephemeral, momentary, then where is the ques¬ 
tion of any perception ? such a dogmatic theory or concept is 
not to be found anywhere in Gaudapada Karikas. In Vasubandhu’s 
opinion people are experiencing a long dream ; in the trance 
(Samadhi) called “Lokottarajnana” people come to cognize that 
there exists ‘Vijnapti’ or consciousness alone. But Gaudapada’s 
opinion is “Both waking and dream are states of consciousness 
of the same kind ; Loukika (waking), Shuddha Loukika (dream) 
these are not knowledge (Jnanas) of different levels each from 
the other. Although deep sleep or Sushupti is a state of ‘ Lokottara’ 
(a state in which there is no Vyavahara or transaction whatso¬ 
ever) if the waking consiousness to the effect - “All the three 
states of consciousness are Mayika or magical, illusory” - is 
attained by one then he cognizes (Intuits) that Advaitatman or 
non-dual Self who is Aja or unborn, Anidra or devoid of sleep 
and Aswapna or devoid of dream. 

While commenting on Gaudapada Karaka 1-16 : 

Nd O 

-iHHfHsiHWHH&i d<l II 

- Shri Sankara has explained in this manner, Between 
Manonigraha (3-40) that Shri Sankara (and Gaudapada) has 
mentioned and the Lokottarajnana of Vijnanavadins there does 
not exist any relationship or similarity whatsoever, and this fact 
is very clear indeed. 

It also becomes quite evident here from the comparative 
analysis or deliberation carried out by us so far that : “There 
does not exist any relationship whatsoever between Vijnanavada 
and the Vedantic teaching that - The non-dual pure consciousness 
(Advaita Chinmatra) which is Ajanidraswapna or devoid of birth, 
sleep and dream alone is satya or real”. 

ALATASHANTI CHAPTER AND SHUNYAVADA (NIHILISM) 

In the fourth and last chapter called ‘Alatashanti’ Shri 
Gaudapada, folloqing or adopting Avitanyaya also called Vyatireka- 
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nyaya or aphorism based on dialectic distinction or exclusion, has 
shown that his own (traditional school of) Advaita Philosophy is 
fully or undoubtedly established by the numerous aim dialectic 
squabbles, qrangling between protagonists of Sankya and 
Vaisheshika schools, on the one hand, and between the 
Balyastitvavadins or realists and Vijiianavadins or Idealists, on 
the other. Further, following the same Advaita Siddhanta Shri 
Gaudapada has refuted the dogmatic theory propounded by some 
among the Vedantins, Viz. Bandha or Bondage and Moksha or 
Release, Liberation are Paramartha or Absolutely real. As we 
have previously stated, in two Prakarana or chapter too he has 
unequivocally demonstrated by once again Intuitively examining 
the methodology of the three Avasthas of Jagrat, Swapna and 
Sushapti that - “His own teaching his Ajativada or theory of non¬ 
birth of Atman is in consonance with Vedantic spiritual science”. 

In all these respects although between this chapter and the 
previous three chapters- there exists a relationship of complete 
agreement, late Shri Vidhushikhara Bhattacharya has been de¬ 
luded and deceived by the mere fact that in this Alatashanti 
Prakarana Shri Gaudapada has used predominently or rather 
excesively, Sanskrit words which occur in Buddhistic texts and 
has misconceived the theory that - “Shri Gaudapada’s teachings 
are truly those of Vijnanavadins” in his own English and Sanskrit 
works called “Agama Shastra” published in 1943 and 1950, 
respectively. The Calcutta academician has further quoted many 
sentences from Buddhistic texts and has vainly endeavoured to 
prove that - “The Buddhistts have lent on hire, as it were, their 
theories and themes to Shri Gaudapada’s treatise (of Mandukya 
Karikas)”. 

Because we have already demonstrated the wide distinction 
and difference that exists between Vijnanavada of the Buddhists 
and ‘Brahnatmavada’ which is of the very essence of Kutastha 
Vijnana, this deliberation on Shri Vidhushakhara Bhattacharyas 
opinion may be stopped. 

But another academician date Shri T.R.V. Murthy (formerly 
of the Benares Hindu University) the another of - ‘The central 
Philosophy of Buddism, without accepting Shri Bhattacharya’s 
opinion has thought out and projected his own new Siddhanta : 
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‘It is indulitable that the tenets of Madhyamikas and Yogacharas 
(two schools of Buddhism) have influenced Shri Gaudapada’s 
Karikas’. But neither in respect of the language of the first three 
chapters nor in respect of the methodology adopted for the 
various topics in there exists anything in the best which is 
opposed to Vedanta ; it is also not to be seen that having 
accepted the fourth chapter as Vedanta neither the Vedantins nor 
the Buddhists have illustrated the Karikas (in this chapter) ; that 
fourth chapter must have been written by some unknown Bud¬ 
dhist alone. It cannot at all be stated either that Vedantins were 
influenced by Buddhists or that Buddhists have acknowledged 
any opinion of Vedantins ; for the Sampradaya or traditional 
methods of teaching of both are different. Therefore, it may be 
owerred that only the two aspects of Madhyamikas Paribhasha or 
technical terms and Prakriya or methodology only have been 
adopted used by the Vedantins. 

From one point of view it can be accepted that in this 
theory there exists a little part of truth. Because the statement to 
the effect that - ‘Alatashanti Prakarana must have been written 
by some unknown Buddhist’ - is merely a figment of imagina¬ 
tion, we can discard it. 

Because the verses of the previous Prakaranas as well as the 
methodology of Avasthatraya is exists in this fourth chapter also, 
it becomes exigent as also expedient to acknowledge it to be a 
part of the whole treatise alone. Further, the theory propounded 
by Shri Murthy that - “ The distinction of Vyavahara (empirical, 
sphered) and Paramartha (the Transcendental Absolute Reality) 
did not exist in the Advaita Vedanta nor did Vivartavada prior 
to Shri Gaudapada - is without any proper support or proof. For, 
we have already demonstrated the truth that the Sampradaya of 
Shri Sankara’s Siddanta did exist even before (the time of Shri 
Gaudapada). In order to over that - “There existed in addition 
to proponents different Advaita Siddhanta, Nirvisheshavadins even 
before Shri Gaudapada’s time, and with a view to establish the 
teachings of his own traditional school of practise pure Advaita 
Vedanta by refuting the tenets of other Advaitins Shri Sankara 
wrote his Bhashyas - the Sutra Bhashya is sufficient. Even in 
Shri Sureshwaracharyas ‘Sambandha Vartika’ there is sufficient 
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support available for this asumption. Therefore it has to be 
universally and invariably accepted that both these theories of 
Shri T.R.V. Murthy are without proper support. 

Now let us ponder over the question - “Is it possible to 
detect or discern the ‘Nirvisheshavada’ or Absolute, non-dual 
method of teaching delineated in Vedanta Shastra without being 
influenced or induced by Buddhistic teachings ?”. 

In the Upanidhads off and on through the method of refu¬ 
tation of characteristics other than or alone to its own essence of 
pure being in the manner - “Asthulam (not gross), Anum (not 
small)” ; “Neti, Neti (Not this, not that) etc. The Tattwa or 
ultimate reality being described is to be seen. If the Sampradaya 
Granthas and Acharyas or traditional (authoritative) texts and 
preceptors were there, why should not- this traditional methodol¬ 
ogy of teaching be evolved or formulated directly from the 
Upanishads without any influence of the Buddhists being cast on 
it ? It being so, by adopting a method of negation in the manner 
- ‘Not this, not that’ where was the need for Shri Gaudapada to 
surrender himself is the Buddhists for the purport of finding out 
the methodology of Intuiting the Absolute Reality (Tattwa) ? 
Instead of this, why could not we surmise that Buddhists them¬ 
selves borrowed this methodology from the Vedantins ? Gautama 
Buddha had discovered merely the sequential order of Dwadasha 
Nidana or twelve diagnostic symptions which are evolved on the 
basis of “Pratitya Samutpada” or dependent origination (meaning, 
if one category exists the other one is produced or bom) - a 
cause effect phenomenon (Nimittanainithika Bhava or Karyakarana 
Bhava). It being so, how come among the Madhyamika Bud¬ 
dhists scholars like Nagaijuna etc., all of a sudden (to wit, 
without any extraneous influence) the spiritual philosophy of 
Nihilism (Naihswabhavya Siddanta) flashed in the mind ? There 
was no support whatsover of any previous traditional authoritative 
texts (Sampradayika Granthas) for them ! In fact, a less known 
truth is that Madhayamika Buddhists like Nagaijuna etc. were 
previously Brahmins (Hindus) and later on became Buddhists. 
Under the circumstances, having realised the fact that the 
Upanishadic ‘Ekatwavada’ or theory of Monism or Unitary Re¬ 
ality was opposed to ‘Anatmavada’ or theory of the world of 
Reality being real, why cannot it be assumed or surmised that 
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they shunned the Upanishadic theory and adopted the methodol¬ 
ogy of ‘Dvaita Nishedha’ or refutation of duality formed in it to 
suit their own Siddhanta ?” If this question is raised, there need 
not be any surprise whatsoever. In truth for this kind of a surmise 
actually there is acknowledgement and support lent by Prog. 
Dasgupta and others. Further, Prof. T.R.V. Murthy too has ac¬ 
cepted this argument that - “Thus just as there exists support for 
the inference that Vedantins were influenced by Buddhists, in the 
same way there equally .exists support for the inference that the 
Madhyamika Buddhists were influenced by the Upanishadic 
methodology ; it being so, in this matter no decision can be 
arrived at” (CPR-109) For this reason slone, we have hesitated 
to accept the theory of those proponents that - “ For the fourth 
Prakarana of Alatashanti (of Shri Gaudapada) Nagarjunas 
Madhyama Karika was the main source”. 

THE BUDDHISTIC TECHNICAL TERMINOLOGY AND 

METHODOLOGY 

Another thought-provoking topic has remained and that is 
: “What is the reason for the abundant usage of Buddhistic 
technical terms (Paribhashika Shabda) in Shri Gaudapada’s Karikas 
? In fact, he has even utilized or pressed into service ‘Nagarjuna’s 
unique methodology, called ‘Chatushkoti Prakriya’ ! What is the 
plausible reason for this ? 

Finding out a satisfactory answer to this intriguing question 
becomes quite necessary and important. To those sagacious people 
who are capable of divining the plausible cause by Intuitive 
insight the truth that - “For this too there necessarily is a cause” 
- cannot but flash. First and foremost, there is no reason what¬ 
soever to doubt that this traditional Acharya (Shri Gaudapada) 
was not fully conversent with or knowledgeable about the 
Vedantic technical terminology as, also the profundity and subtlety 
of the Vedantic ‘Prakriya’ or traditional methodology. It can 
safely be avered that in the first three chapters of Shri Gaudapada’s 
Mandukya Karikas neither the Buddhistic terminology nor their 
methodology exists. This fact has been acknowledged by Prof. 
T.R.V. Murthy but (unfortunately) with regard to the Alatashanti 
Prakarana he has erroneously arrived at a conclusion, mainly 
basing his arguments on the fact that this fourth chapter is 
bristling with Buddhistic terms and logic or dialectics, that - 
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“The Alatashanti Prakarana must have been written by some 
Buddhist only”. There is room whatsoever to doubt that due to 
any dearth or total absence of any Paribhashika Shabdas or 
Prakriya (in his traditional school of Advaita Vedanta) Shri 
Gaudapada was thus compelled to borrow technical words as well 
as the methodology from schools alien to Vedic traditions ; in 
truth there might have lurked in his ‘heart’ some other profound 
reason than this peurile, immature surmise, and this alone seems 
to be rational and justifiable. In fact, this is one of the ‘essentials’ 
of Shri Gaudapada’s teachings which has prompted us to name 
this treatise as - “The essential Gaudapada”. 

The main reasons for Shri Gaudapada using ‘Avitanyaya’ 
exclusively in the fourth chapter and propounding his teachings 
predominently based on dialectious are : Sankhyas, Vaisheshikas, 
Bahyastitwavadins (Realists) among the Buddhists, Yogachara 
Vijnanavadins (a school of Buddhism only), - all these were, at 
least to some extent, Darshanakaras or founders of their respec¬ 
tive schools of philosophy who, focussing on their own individual 
viewpoint, perspective or vision, brought into vogue their respec¬ 
tive philosophical methodology ; even the Shunyavadins (among 
the Buddhists) - championing the cause of Nihilism (Dharma 
Naihiswabhavya) on the lone premise of dialection of the form 
of Vitandavada or perversed or spurious logic, captious criticism, 
are, in truth, not adopting any methodology of the other 
Darshanakaras but on the other hand, they are bent upon refuting 
all the viewpoints taking recourse to their own Vitandavada 
(Tarka) with a view to establishing Nihilism - are truly Dvaitins 
obstinately preserting or guarding their own viewpoint. 

Now, this main defect of formulating and founding their 
own schools of philosophy exclusively based on viewpoint, in¬ 
tellectual reasoning and wrangling but totally obivious of the fact 
that any Reality - if at all it has to be acknowledged as such 
- has to be Sarvatrika or universal, as also Nitya or eternal (not 
an entity in time and space) is to be detected initialy from this 
it evolves that merely based on Tarka (logic) or Anumana (in¬ 
ference) this universal Reality cannot at all be known. It can only 
be Intuited by the exclusive, unique, Vedantic method of 
‘Anubhavanga Tarka’ or discriminative reasoning based on Intui¬ 
tive experience (Anubhava). These teachings belonging to his 
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own traditional methodology of Advaita Vedanta was fully known 
by Shri Gaudapada and it was handed down to posterity by him 
and was later fully established and ensconced by in its pristine 
purity by Shri S ankaracharya and his direct disciple Shri 
Sureswaracharya. 

Against this background and the state of affairs prevailing 
in the spiritual circles we can now discern the fact as to how 
the great wisdom befitting a true acharya was demonstrated by 
Shri Gaudapada to meet all the challenges posed by these array 
of alien schools and scholars who were adepts in dialectics in 
their own right. Hence in order to show exclusively the truth that 
- “Owing to their mutual squabbles and disagreement among 
these Dvaitins or dualists it evolves that all their doctrines are 
mere Vikalpas or erroneous concepts or theories ; further it 
evolves that for all such Vikalpas that Aja (unborn) Advaita 
(non-dual) Atma Tattwa (absolute Reality of self of the essence 
of pure consciousness) which is the substrate, is Itself the 
Paramartba (the Transcendental, ultimate Reality)” - Shri Gaudapada 
has written the fourth chapter in this fashion. This logical meth¬ 
odology is itself called ‘Avitanyaya’. 

While using this method of dialectics in the fourth 
(Alatashanti) Prakarana one of his main purposes was : “Because 
of the main reason that in the Buddhistic philosophy the principal 
sects who are exponents of dialectics are Vijnanavada (Idealism) 
and Shunyavada (Nihilism), it can be demonstrated convincingly 
by means of their own logical devices his own Advaita gets 
established without any Virodha or opposition and Vivada or 
counter argument”. Thus for Shri Gaudapada to have utilized the 
Buddhistic methods of logic this alone was the cause. 

Now, the reason for Shri Gaudapada to have used the 
Buddhits Paribhasha is : To make it known that the technical 
terms that they have used are fully suitable and capable of 
signifying the more profound Tattwas or truths expounded in 
Vedanta. How this purpose has been achieved we have shown at 
varies in the commentaries of the Karikas. The fact that Vedantins 
utilize the Paribhashika shabdas or technical terms of other (rival) 
schools of philosophy with their own different and subtler mean¬ 
ing or indications is clearly revealed by Badarayana Sutras. There 
cannot be any doubt about this fact being clearly realized by 
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those who have discerned as to how words like ‘Pratyaksha’, 
‘Anumana’, ‘Pradhana’, ‘Anu’ etc. are utilized in the Brahma 
Sutras to indicate totally different meaning (to suit Vedantic 
teachings). 

AGAMA TARKAS OF GAUDAPADA AND NAGARJUNA 

Shri Gaudapada is a Vedantin, while - Shri Nagarjuna is a 
Madhyamika Buddhist ; and hence both have exemplified their 
respective texts as Pramana or authoritative evidence - Shri 
Gaudapada has quoted Upanishads, while Shri Nagaijuna has 
mentioned Buddha’s sayings in the forms of ‘Nikayas’ and ‘Sutras’, 
’Chandrakeerti, the commentator of the Sutras, has praised 
Nagarjuna in the manner - “Sakalalokalokottara Pravachana 
Nitaneyartha Vyakhyana Nipuna”. But one special feature : For 
Gaudapada ‘Agama’ his traditional authoritative text (Upanishads) 
alone are most important ; hence, he has written his Agama 
Prakarana (his first chapter in the form of a commentary on the 
Mandukya Upanishad) first and only then has followed it up with 
his three Prakaranas, viz. Vaitathya, Advaita and Alatashanti, 
which are predominantly dialectical in approach and style. 

For Nagaijuna dialectics alone is important ; Only after 
having refuted on the strength of logical devices certain view¬ 
points he has quoted Buddha’s sayings in support of his opinion. 
The strong profound statements are called : ‘Nitartha’ by Bud¬ 
dhists, while Gaudapada has called such statements ‘Nishchita’, 
‘Yuktiyukta’. 

Whereas for Nagaijuna logic is to be given pre-eminence 
and the waking state alone is the subject-matter for deliberation. 
The form or nature of Nagaijunas logic is to interpret as though 
Buddha had taught Pratitya Samutpada (dependedt origination) 
and the Naishiswabhavya (essencelessness) of Dharmas (percepts) 
and accordingly argue out. His Siddhanta or philosophical teach¬ 
ing is : “The Karya Karana Bhava or the cause - effect categories 
never exist ; ‘Apratitya Samutpanna Vastu’ or an entity or sub¬ 
stance which is of dependent origination does, not at all exist ; 
hence a substance that is ‘Ashunya’ or not void or without 
essencelessness does not at all exist” - (Madhyamika Karika 24- 
19). Whereas for Gaudapada the form or nature of logic is only 
to examine the three states of consciousness viz., waking, dream 
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and deep sleep with a view to demonstrating the truth that - 
“Advaita or non-duality alone is the Siddhanta or the final 
spiritual teaching which helps cognize that - (a) Turiyatma or 
Absolute self who is Avasthatrayatita or beyond the three states 
of consciousness alone is the ultimate Reality - as also’ (b) Jiva 
or the transmigratory soul is, in the Absolute Intuitive sense 
(Paramartha), Brahman alone”. In the ultimate analysis, his 
Siddhanta is : “That Ajatma Tattwa or Reality of unborn self, 
devoid of any association (Samparka) with the empirical Karya 
Karana Bhava or cause effect categories, is Itself the Absolute, 
ultimate Reality (Paramartha)” 

For Nagaijuna there is no greater Sadhana or means instru¬ 
ments of action than Tarka or logic ; for Gaudapada there is no 
greater Sadhana than Upanishads which teach in accordance or 
consonance with Anubhava or universal Intuitive experience. 
According to Nagaijuna’s opinion Naihiswabhaya or void or 
essenceless alone is Ajati or devoid of birth or creation, whereas 
fot Gaudapada Ajadvitiya Atman or unborn, non-dual self alone 
is Ajati or without birth. 

“For the word ‘Shunya’ not only there is a meaning of 
‘Naihiswabhavya’ (essencelessness) but also the meaning of 
‘Buddbyatita Nirvikalpaka Paramartha’ (the ultimate, Absolute 
Reality, which is non-conceptual and beyond the intellect). ‘Prajna 
Paramita’, ‘Jnanamadvayam’, -.Tathagatabhutakoi’, ‘Buddhamatru’ 
- all these are the nomenclatures for Paramartha Tattwa or the 
ultimate reality. Hence to say that ‘Shunya’-’ means 
‘Naihiswabhavya’ it is not proper” - thus T.R.V. Murthy opines. 
But we have shown in our explanatory dissertation that this 
opinion is itself not proper. For, (Abhisamayalankaraloka 408- 
499) - in this sentence since it is very clearly meant that 
Prajnaparamita is itself Pratityasamutpanna, it has been further 
clarified that it means ‘Nihswabhawa’ (essenceless) and 
‘Mayopama’ (analogous to magic, illusion). In the same text on 
page 144 it has been proclaimed that - “Nirvjmamapi Prati- 
vishishtam Dharmakayamadvaya Jnanaswabhavam Mayasupana- 
samanam Vaddami” - purporting to mean Advayajnana also is of 
the essential nature of Maya, Svapna. 

In the same manner, a selected sentence from Di(n)jnagana’s 
work called ‘Prajnaparamita a pindartha Nirdesha Grantha’ runs 
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like : “Prajnaparamita Jnanamadvayam sa Tathagataha ; Sadhaya 
tadarthya yogena Tacchatydam Granthamargayoho” - Here for 
the phrase ‘Advaya Jnana’ the meaning (Mukhyartha) and sec- 
ondary meaning (Gounartha) of the word ‘Prajnaparamita”. 

When the Buddhists themselves are affirming that ‘Advaya- 
jnana’ or non-dual knowledge is ‘Mayopama’ or analogous to 
magic, illusion, if one imagines that it signifies Paramartha is not 
proper and this is very clear. The word ‘Bhutakoti’ has been used 
for the ‘Dharmakaya’ or spiritual body of Tathagata (Buddha or 
the realized person) ; merely on that count Prajnaparamita cannot 
mean Paramartha or the ultimate reality ; the purpost behind 
calling it ‘Buddhamatru’ is not that it is a material cause for 
anything. In fact, the reason for calling like that is to indicate 
that if one worships it Buddhatwa or realization is attained. Why 
say more ? All these statements strengthen the doctrine that - 
“Prajnaparamita is Nihswabhava”. The Shunyavadin Buddhists 
have expounded that - “(Mashyamika Karika Vrithi 22-16, P. 
162). Thus it is not possible at all for anyone to show or prove 
any comparison between the Shunyavada which preaches that - 
“Everything is Nihswabhava or essenceless” and Vedanta which 
expounds that - “The substratum for all Vikalpas or erroneous 
mental concepts is Aja (unborn) Advaya (non-dual) Brahma 
(ultimate reality)” 

PARAMARTHASATYA AND VYAVAHARIKASATYA 

In the opinion of Shri Gaudapada, ‘Vyavaharikasatya’ means 
that (apparent) reality or Satya which is Pramana Vedya or 
known, cognized through a means of knowledge which appears 
in the waking state. This teaching as also that - “Atman of the 
form of Sakshi is himself the Paramarthasatya or Transcendental, 
ultimate reality”* - Both these tenets have been demonstrated in 
the Sutra Bhashya by Shri Sarikaracharya. But in the opinions of 
Nagarjuna and other Buddhists “Shunya is itself Paramarthasatya ; 
all else is Samvriti satya - (meaning, that which is believed by 
common people to be real)”. 

Kumarila Bhatta in his “Niralambanavada” refuted the above 
Buddhistic theory in the manner - “It is never acceptable if it 
is said that Samvriti is a kind in Reality ; if it is Samvriti it is 
not satya, if it is satya then it is not Samvriti”. 
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CONCLUSION 

Shri Gaudapada has established by taking as his central 
authoritative source the Mandukya Upanishad, which though 
smallest in size (only 12 Mantras or verses) among all the 
Upanishads yet the most famous one, the following profound 
Siddhanta by means of logic fully in consonance with Anubhava 
(universal Intuitive Experience) : “On the support of Anubhava 
of Avasthatraya or three states of consciousness, Atman of all of 
us is verily Ajadvaya Brahman alone which is Nityaniravastha or 
eternally devoid of any state ; That alone is the Paramartha 
satya”. Further, he has not only clarified as to what exactly is 
the wide difference between the predominantly perverted logic - 
orinted Vijnanavadis and Shunyavada, on the one hand, and 
Vedanta on the other, but also has convinced all true seekers 
about the facts that : (a) Vain logic can never stand its ground 
all through ; (b) all the devices adopted by the logically-oriented 
Darshanas or schools of philosophy are all meant for the worship 
(Aradhana) of Paramatman, who is propounded in Vedantic 
spiritual science as Devadeva or god of all other gods and 
Iswareshwara or Lord of all other lords. 
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AGAMA PRAKARANA 

I INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

Among those principal ten Upanishads on which Shri 
Sankara Bhagavatpada had written his profound commentar¬ 
ies to make them universally familiar Mandukya is one. Al¬ 
though this Upanishad is the smallest in size among them, in 
its spiritual contents it is the greatest, nay the most convinc¬ 
ing text. In the first place, this Upanishad is, on the pretext 
of examination of the three states of Consciousness, verily the 
quintessence of all the Upanishadic lore. Secondly, having 
been totally fascinated by its profound spiritual teachings 
Shri Gaudapadacharya, an exponent belonging to an ancient 
line of traditional teachers well-yersed in the Vedantic meth¬ 
odology of expounding the Ultimate Reality of Brahman or 
Atman, wrote this magnificent treatise - comprising 215 verses - 
which have become universally famous as ‘Karikas’ divided into 
four Prakaranas or Chapters - with the sole purport of revealing 
the secret teachings of this concise Upanishad for the benefit of 

genuine seekers. To the best of our knowledge, the world teacher, 
/ 

Shri Sarikaracharya, who was the foremost spiritual preceptor 
who by revealing the less known, implicit Vedanta Prakriya 
(methodology utilized in the Upanishads) which was Sampradayic 
(traditionally) through his Prasthanatraya Bhashyas and who had 
helped Jijnasus (true seekers) to discern the Vedanta Siddhanta, 
had kept in view the subtle teachings of these Mandukyopanishad 
Karikas alone as his main treasure trove and inspiration and had 
rendered this yeoman service to all humanity. 

In addition to presenting before the serious students of 
Vedanta the real purport of Shri Sankara’s Bhashyas on 
these Karikas, it is also intended in this treatise to examine 
thoroughly the various contradictory opinions as also raging 
controversies that have been spread throughout our country 
by alien schools and scholars with regard to those spiritual 
teachings propounded in these Karikas and then prove the oppo¬ 
nents’ views as fallacious and ill-found. For this purpose the real 
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purport of the various Karikas will be explained and established 
on the basis of universal Intuitive Experience and logical argu¬ 
ments or devices in consonance with it. 

SALIENT FEATURES OF THE FOUR PRAKARANAS 

It will be highly beneficial to discern or divine the extra¬ 
ordinarily profound tenets that are implicit in the four 
Prakaranas distinctively. The first Prakarana is called ‘Agama 
Prakarana’. Because the methodology of teaching (the Vedantic 
truths) handed down according to the traditional 
(Sampradayic) line of teachers is revealed on the pretext of 
writing a commentary on the Upanishad, this Chapter is 
called ‘Agama Prakarana’, which is befitting indeed in this 
regard Agama means the Upanishad which teaches the Tattwa 
(Ultimate Reality), as also the traditional methodology of teaching 
It which is implicit in that Upanishad - both these aspects are 
called 'by that name. Although in this Prakarana, Upapattis - 
meaning, the Yuktis (logical arguments or devices) utilized to 
solve certain doubts that may arise in between the textual verses 
- are conjoined to the Upanishadic verses, here the Agama alone 
is important and is given the pride of place and Upapatti is 
given the second place. 

The next Prakarana is Vaitathya Prakarana. ‘Vaitathya’ 
means ‘not being like that’. Dvaita (duality) - meaning, the world 
which appears to be full of diversity and is divided into manifold 
aspects - although it at first sight creates an impression, a belief 
that it really exists as it appears, when we adopt a Sastra Drishti 
and deliberate upon it, we come to realize that - “The world of 
duality or diversity is ‘Vitatha’ (that which is not like that), it 
is a mere false notion or misconception” - this teaching is 
brought home to our minds in this Prakarana. Because this fact 
is demonstrated following a logic in consonance with or approved 
by the Sastra, this Prakarana is called ‘Vaitathya Prakarana’. 
In this Chapter although Yukti (logical devices) only are given 
predominance, here too the authoritative support of &astra has 
not been discarded ; here too ‘Agama’ is invariably being fol¬ 
lowed or adopted. This fact has to be borne in mind. 

The third Chapter is ‘Advaita Prakarana’. Because Dvaita 
is shown to be a mere false appearance it amounts to rendering 
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Dvaita as not really existing, and it is concluded thereby auto¬ 
matically that Advaita (non-dualism) alone is the Paramartha 
(Absolute truth). Even so, in order to remove doubts to the effect 

- “Like Dvaita why should not Advaita too be false ? If it is 
contended that because Dvaita is opposed to Advaita the former 
is false, then on the same score because Advaita is opposed to 
Dvaita, why cannot Advaita too be said to be false ?” - this 
Chapter which establishes the Advaita Satyatwa (the Absolute 
reality of non-dualism) is begun. Although like the Vaitathya 
Prakarana here too Yukti alone is given predominance, neverthe¬ 
less, Agama is not discarded or neglected. Anyhow, through these 
first three Prakaranas the Advaita spiritual teaching expounded in 
the Upanishad is fully established adopting the traditional meth¬ 
odology of pedagogics. 

Further, the fourth Chapter is called Alatashanti Prakarana. 
A relevant doubt of the type - “Because there exist in this world 
schools of philosophy (Darshanas) which are opposed to the 
Vedas, what convincing proof is there to assert that whatever is 
taught in the Vaidik Upadeshas (Upanishadic, spiritual instruc¬ 
tions) alone are the ultimate final verdict ? Even those who are 
not Vaidikas, are also forwarding their respective ‘Agamas’ - 
meaning, their own respective spiritual preceptors’ doctrines - and 
Yuktis in keeping with them, is it not so ?” - may pose itself 
before us. Solving this doubt, it is affirmed in this Chapter that 

- “Because those various logical arguments (Yuktis) are mutually 
opposed to one another, there is no worthwhile essence or sub¬ 
stance in them ; on the other hand, there is no possibility whatso¬ 
ever for the Advaita Siddhanta to be opposed to any Darshana 

- whatsoever it may be - nor is there any possibility of any 
internal squabbles or contradictions within Advaita itself’. Fur¬ 
ther, it evolves that - “Vedanta Siddhanta can be acknowledged 
without any apprehensions or inhibitions whatsoever, because it 
is demonstrated quite convincingly here in this Chapter by means 
of Yukti that Dvaita is Mithya (false)”. Although in this Prakarana 
mere logical arguments utilizing it is disclosed as to how the 
remaining Darshanas are mutually opposed to one another, even¬ 
tually it is proved to the hilt that the Vedantic methodology is 
opposed to none even from the standpoint of the Agama also. 
The prudent student should ever remember this fact too. 
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Thus the first Prakarana, being of the nature of a commen¬ 
tary on the Sruti (Mandukya Upanishad), is Agamapradhana 
(predominantly Sastraic and traditional in its approach and treat¬ 
ment of the subject matter), while the remaining three Chapters 
are Tarkapradhana (predominantly logical or dialectical in ap¬ 
proach), because they have invariably and unfailingly utilized that 
Intuitive logic implicit in the Srutis as also any other empirical 
forms of dialectics not opposed to that ‘ Srutyanugrahita Tarka’ 
(logical devices approved by the scriptures). Because all these 
four Chapters help Intuit or cognize the truths enunciated and 

f 

expounded by Vedanta Sastra, these Chapters have been called 
‘Prakaranas’ in the spiritual circles. The word ‘Prakarana’ means 
any write-up which pertains to any one part or aspect of the 
Sastraic teachings and which thereby provides another elucidatory 

r 

commentary to the Sastraic topic. Here in this context, to ex¬ 
pound that Advaita Tattwa (non-dual Reality of Atman or Brah- 

f 

man) is the Sastrartha (real, ultimate purport of the scriptures) 
and confirming it by means of Upapatti is the Karyantara (ex¬ 
traneous purpose). 

I AGAMA PRAKARANA 

• 

We have already stated that the first Chapter called ‘Agama 
Prakarana’ written by Shri Gaudapadacharya has been given that 
name because - (a) He has kept in mind the spiritual teachings 
of the Mandukya Upanishad predominantly as his authoritative 
source for it ; (b) in this Chapter he reveals the traditional 
methodology of teaching adopted by the line of preceptors (from 
time immemorial) belonging to his Sampradaya (school of phi¬ 
losophy viz. Advaita Vedanta). Hence, it amounts to saying that 
because in the Upanishad it has been propounded that through the 
determination of the purport of Omkara the method of cognizing 
the Ultimate Reality of Atman has been elaborated, the Agama 
Prakarana has to be understood by following the sequential order 
of the Upanishad Mantras. For this reason alone, Shri Gaudapada 
has taken up the first six Mantras together and with the purport 
of explaining their teachings, has written the Karikas pertaining 
to the Padatraya (three quarters). 

THE FIRST SIX MANTRAS OF THE UPANISHAD 
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fa«N<flldlci ^ \\%\\ ^ d&NHlcHI ?RT 

11^11 'ilMlRd^HIHl ^t^r: tTVIt t^rf^rRl W ^«RT: 

OTU: II3II W H+HPwRlJitSl: Uf^Rranplj fgtfa: 

vr; i ivi i ^raifat ^ 4 >^h **i«i '«*ih^I <t>-dd w*i t^fa i w<tc«ih 

■^Jjf: TRn^R %dt^3: W- ^cfa: W ll<\ll ^ 

Ittw T"? ^4^ ^Ifd: ^1^1^41 It ^TTHl^ 11^11 

II PADATRAYA KARIKAS 

3R^% *<nl<W 'MqR - 

^sr^t fRHWg ^SRf: I 

^R55R?rai w ^ t^H ll*li 

Meaning : (1) “Here these verses exist : The Vibhu 
(Omnipresent Lord) having the extroverted cognition (con¬ 
sciousness) is Vishwa ; One who has the introverted cognition 
is Taijasa ; is verily a (consummate) lump of Consciousness, 
is Prajna. One alone is of these three kinds - thus He is said 
to be.” 


THE BHASHYAKARA’S MANGALA $I„OKA 
% fa«RRT ’RplTT 

twl^dl-f^ddM 'WltHpl WNRmI 

TErafrfdVl'nTrd J ld|]UH|U|: HWtfl wffa: 11 

Commentary : Perhaps, because he has written Bhashyas 
to the Mandukyopanishad as also to the four Karika Prakaranas, 
Shri Sankara Bhagavatpada has here, in this context, written two 
Mangala Slokas (invocatory verses at the beginning of the trea¬ 
tise). For this reason, we have utilized the first verse for the 

« __ 

Upanishad and the second for the Karikas. The Bhashya com¬ 
mentator has raised a doubt that in the fourth part of the second 
verse there is no ‘Vrittalakshana’ (sign of continuity) and has 
provided a consolatory explanation saying that in it there is 
‘Gathalakshana’ (sign of a religious, verse, but not belonging to 
any Vedas). 
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The purport of the Mangala Sloka : “May the Sarvatma 
(Self of all) - after having enjoyed the pleasures bom out of 
gross objects, then by means of His Jyoti (Light of Conscious¬ 
ness) having enjoyed the other subtle objects which are spread 
out or projected by His mind, .thereafter slowly sustaining and 
subsuming all of them in His own essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness and eventually giving up all particular features 
becomes entirely devoid of the whole gamut of characteristics - 
may that Turiya (fourth, relatively) protect all of us !”. This verse 
too is akin to the invocatory verse, written prior to the Upanishad 
commentary, in its purport or meaning. In the first verse itself 
a little deeper meaning becomes evident. On the whole, the 
principal meaning of all this is that the Turiyatma mentioned in 
the Upanishad is Himself Brahman. 

In order to explain the meaning of Atman’s three Padas 
(quarters) Shri Gaudapadacharya has written nine Karikas. The 
student will do well to reckon the meaning of the Karika sen¬ 
tence - “The Vibhu who has an extroverted consciousness is 
Visbwa ” - to be the same as that of the commentary by Shri 
Sankara on the third Upanishad Mantra ; for the Karika sentence 

- “One with the introverted consciousness is Taijasa” - take the 
commentary on the fourth Mantra ; and for the Karika sentence 

- “Similarly, one who is Ghanaprajna (lump of Pure Conscious¬ 
ness) is Prajna” - take the commentary on the fifth Mantra. 

The meaning of the Karika sentence that - ‘’One alone is 
said to be of three kinds” - is 4 : Although Atman is non-dual (i.e. 
One without anything second to Him), those knowledgeable teachers 
say that - ‘He is appearing as of three forms of Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna’. For the textual phrase - “Tridha Sthitaha” - the 
commentary is : “He appears as if to exist in three kinds” ; for 
the alternative textual phrase (found in another recension) “Tridha 
Mataha” - the commentary is : “Although in reality, that is, from 
the Absolute viewpoint, He is one and one alone, the ignorant 
people are misconceiving Him to exist in three different kinds.” 

WHAT IS TO BE COGNIZED BY THE DISTINCTIONS OF 

VISHWA, TAIJASA AND PRAJNA ? 

For this Shri Sankara has written a sentence the meaning 
of which is ; “Because - (a) all the three states of Consciousness 
(Avasthas) are being experienced one after another ; (b) we are 
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recognizing Him in the manner - ‘He Himself is myself - by 
means of memory - it is established that ‘Atman is distinct from 
the three Avasthas ; He is one and one alone (non-dual) ; He 
is Shuddha (Pure, Absolute), Asanga (non-attached or unrelated) 
- this is the purport here ; this has to be deduced on the strength 
of illustrations such as the big fish etc.” 

Here in this context there are quite a number of topics 
which are to be discerned and cognized. As per the Bhashya 
statement that we remember in the manner : “Avasthas are 
coming and going one after another ; they are three in 
number ; He alone is myself’ - although it may at first sight 
appear to be true, Shri Sankara does not at all have the 
ultimate intention of conveying this meaning. 

To wit : Although it is true that, in general, to all us 
it appears that the Avasthas are coming and passing away 
one after another and they are three in number - these 
Avasthas are not coming one behind another in one common 
substrate or denomination of time, nor are they appearing to 
exist one by the side of another in one common space. There¬ 
fore, to reckon them to be ‘three’ in number is wrong. If a 
clock strikes three sounds to indicate three hours, that flow 
of time in which the first sound was heard by us, in the same 
flow of time alone the second and the third sounds are being 
heard by us. Because we are individuals distinct from the clock 
we are able to count the sounds of the clock as one, two and 
three. But here the one flow of time which is the substratum 
or support for all the three Avasthas does not exist at all 
there is no one who can count them as one, two etc. Anyway, 
that all the three Avasthas are coming and going in a sequential 
order is not in our experience at all ; the phenomenon that - “1 
myself who experienced the waking, after waking up, am expe¬ 
riencing this ; apart from these two Avasthas I am separate” - 
is not in our experience. Therefore, the statement that - “Atman 
is having the three Avasthas in a sequential order” - is not in 
consonance with universal experience. 

In the same manner, even the concept that we cognize in 
the manner - “That person himself is myself’ - on the basis of 
memory is also not acceptable to experience, and this truth is 
determined only by Intuitive deliberation. To explain, what is 
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experienced in the past to remember that in one time continuum 
is called ‘Smriti ’ (memory). For the memory of the type - “This 
morning I ate some food ; but now I am hungry” - which occurs 
in the evening - there is support of the past experience. It is also 
quite reasonable if on a Sunday morning to one who has taken 
his food, in the evening its memory being there ; for the one 
particular period or point of time like ‘Sunday’ is the support for 
both the consumption of food and the memory of its consump¬ 
tion. But pertaining to the illustrated (Darshtrantika) Atman, it is 
not at all like this. Here in this latter case, it is true that a feeling 
of the type - “I myself, who saw the dream after waking up, am 
seeing the external world” - to accrue ; but there is no time 
flow or continuum whatsoever which is common to both 
dream and waking. Besides, it is in the experience of every 
one of us that in each of these Avasthas, one each but 
different time continuum exists. The explanation as to how 
this is to be reckoned will be more elaborately deliberated 
upon in the commentary on the second Prakarana. In the 
same way, there is a hitch to say that - “The ‘I’ of the dream 
is being reckoned to be the T of the waking”. For, the ‘I’ 
that ‘existed’ in the dream is different or distinct from the 
‘I’ of this present waking in so many respects. This fact too 
will be made very clear in the commentary of the second 
Prakarana. On the whole, because of the facts that - (a) both 
the Avasthas do not ‘exist’ in one and the same time con¬ 
tinuum ; (b) there is no ‘I’ which is a common witness to 
both the states - to assume that there is a ‘ Pratyabhijna ’ 
(recognition) of the type - “That person (in the dream) alone 
am I” - is not proper ; therefore we can conclude that this 
opinion too is not the real intention of teaching of the 
Bhashyakara (i.c. Shri Sankara). 

In that case, for the sentence which is written by Shri 
Sankaracharya what exactly is the ultimate purport ?• This 
question will be answered now. The Avasthas can be delib¬ 
erated upon or considered from two viewpoints. One is a 
viewpoint which witnesses them on the strength or basis of 
and in accordance with Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) ; in 
fact, this alone is the proper, reasonable one. For, everyone 
of us will necessarily have to acknowledge the truth - that 
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‘Intuitive Experience has a greater value and validity than 

memory (Smriti)'. The other viewpoint : Vyavahara means 

the phenomena that appears to our mind in the waking and 

the manner in which we all talk, express or communicate in 

accordance with that. Because - (a) this viewpoint is common 

or natural to all (universal) in their ‘Avichara Dasha ’ (state of 

non-discrimination or ignorance) ; (b) it is proper for a person, 

who wishes to examine these states from the Sastra Drishti 

• * 

(viewpoint of the sc; iptures or Upanishads), while teaching or 
expounding the Tattwa (the Ultimate Reality), to do so on the 
basis or strength of the knowledge which the common run of 
people have acquired in their Vyavahara (to wit, the workaday 
experiences and notions) - to follow and deliberate upon this 
Vyavaharik viewpoint alone first becomes quite justifiable. When 
we observe from this viewpoint, because to all of us (i.e. uni¬ 
versally) it appears as though we are all having (experiencing) 
the three states of Consciousness like waking, dream and deep 
sleep as also when one among them exists (or in being experi¬ 
enced), no other state exists and it appears as though these three 

r 

states are coming and going one after another, Shri Sankara has 
stated, on the basis of this (apparent) regular recurrence or 
repetition (Pary ay a) cf three states of Consciousness, that Atman 
experiences them. Even from this viewpoint, even after these 
states come and go and when any one of them is being expe¬ 
rienced, because our essential nature of Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness exists as It is, it evolves from this that these states of 
Consciousness are not part and parcel of Atman’s essential 
nature. 

Similarly, each one of us thinks in the manner - “I 
myself, who saw the dream, am awake” ; ‘‘I myself, who did 
not know anything in deep sleep, am now, in the waking, 
seeing the external world and am cognizing the internal mental 
condition” - and deducing from these that - ‘‘That person, 
who experienced those dream and deep sleep states, is myself 
indeed” ; each one of on the strength of memory is 
recognizing lhat - “The essence of the previous state is that 
of the present one alone” ; each one cf us is believing that - 
“The states, especially are different and distinct.” Even consid¬ 
ering from this Vyavahara Drishti, it evolves that - “Atman is 
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separate from the three states of Consciousness.” In fact, no one 
will or does agree if it is said that - ‘What one person experi¬ 
ences, another remembers, is it not so ?” Therefore, it is to be 
concluded that - “This Atman who is experiencing the three 
states one by one and is remembering the previous experience 
now is one and one alone.” In the same way, even though it 
appears as if that - “He is experiencing these three states” - 
when He wakes up, neither a taint even of the bizarre experi¬ 
ences of the dream nor the ignorance of the deep sleep actually 
have caused any stain or stigma whatsoever to Atman. Hence, 
it evolves that - “Atman is Pure.” Not only this ; the relationship 
with the waking state is not there in the least for Atman in the 
other two states. Similarly, the relationship of the dream state is 
not there in the other two states ; the relationship of deep sleep 
is not there in the other two states ; Therefore, in His very 
essence Atman is Asanga (unattached or unrelated or Abso¬ 
lute, Transcendental). It amounts to saying that just as a plastic 
emulsion-coated (water-proof) cloth is not soaked or wetted by 
water, the three states of Consciousness can never taint or touch 
Atman with any of their characteristics or features. 

In this manner, it is the opinion of the Bhashyakara (i.e. 

f 

Shri Sankara) that even when the Vyavahara Drishti is followed 

/ — 

or adopted, what the Sruti has expounded as Atman’s essential 
nature to be like - ‘He is transcending or beyond the three states’ 
etc., becomes intelligible or comprehensible. This alone is his 
purport and not that he has any resolute attachment in persisting 
to affirm that - (a) the three states of Consciousness have the 
support of one and the same time continuum ; (b) they have the 
regular recurrence (Paryaya) of appearing one after another ; 

(c) among the states there exists the memory of one in another ; 

(d) this memory is actually of the essential nature of remem¬ 
brance alone. Just now we need not consider these controversial 
topics like - (i) Whether the three states have the substratum of 
time or not ? (ii) Whether they are actually occurring one after 
another or not ? (iii) Whether there is any scope or chance of 
the memory of the dream and the deep sleep states occurring in 
the waking or not ? All these will be taken up for detailed 
deliberation in the second Chapter or Prakarana. 

So far, on the strength of the Vyavaharika Drishti it has 


Agama Prakarana 


11 


been determined that even if we analyse and deliberate upon our 
Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) it is tantamomt to accepting 
that - ‘Our Atman is beyond (transcendental to) the three states, 
is One, Pure and unrelated.’ If we discern the fact that even the 
inviolable or infallible Sruti - which is propounding the Tattwa 
(Ultimate Reality of Atman, Brahman), keeping Sarvatrikanubhava 
(the universal Intuitive Experience) alone as the basis - is a valid 
means or proof (Pramana) for this teaching, then it becomes clear 
that this determination alone is the correct one. For instance, in 

the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad it is stated thus : MSlMcW 

^4 Tjcf ^ amt ^ V'rt'iw ^dM'Mid’dicHd-dtfa wmh' 

^ ^ II* (Bri. 4-3-18). Just as a big fish like a whale, without 

being washed away by the turbulent current of a river, freely, 
leisurely roams about from one bank to the other, not de¬ 
pending . upon either of the banks nor having anything to do 
with them and thereby we may reckon it to be ‘Asafiga’ 
(unattached, unrelated) ; because the mud of either bank has 
not stuck to the fish, we may also reckon it to be ‘Shuddha’ 
(pure, clean) - in the same way, this Atman too, though He 
appears to enter and experience the waking, and the dream 
states one after the other, He is beyond and is surpassing 
both of them, remaining pure and untainted by them. Thus 

r 

on the analogy of this illustration of a big fish the Sruti is 
teaching us the essential nature of Atman. 

In the same vein, there is yet another Sruti : 

• « 

trraftr ^ ^ ^ ^ wrfd n”, meaning : 

Just as a falcon or a hawk, after having wandered about in mid-air 

and getting exhausted, folds up its wings, returns to its nest and 

enjoys complete rest - in the same way, this Atman, after having 

carried out varied transactions either in the waking or in the dream, 

gets exhausted and then enters into deep sleep alone ; therein He 

does not see anything ; desiring anything, He does not slog for 

_ ' 

attaining it - (Bri. 4-3-19). This Sruti sentence is clarifying the truth 
that - ‘For Atman the Kama (desires) and Karma (actions) that are 
apparently seen to attach themselves in the waking and in the dream 
are not at all related’. Therefore, the Siddhanta (spiritual philoso- 
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phy) that we comprehended by following the Vyavahara Drishti 
and examining the three states of Consciousness is established to be 
correct on the evidence of the Sruti teaching itself. 

THE MEANING OF THE NAMES LIKE ‘VISHWA’ ETC. 

It is necessary to determine here the exact meanings of 
words like Vishwa, Vaishwanara, Taijasa, Prajfia - which are 
used in the Karikas and the Upanishad. For,, in the texts 
which have become popular these days (like the Tattwaviveka 
of Panchadashi 17, 24, 29 ; Siddhantaleshsangraha 92-100 - 
Choukhamba ; Vedantasara pp. 42,'46 ; 63-64 ; 69-70) there 
is in vogue a convention of teaching that - ‘Vishwa’, ‘Taijasa’, 
‘Prajna’ are the names for Vyashti Jiva (the individual, micro- 
cosmic soul), and in that order they are the selves identifying 
themselves with waking, dream and deep sleep states, respec¬ 
tively, and ‘Vaishwanara’, ‘Hiranyagarblia’, ‘Iswara’ are, in 
that order, the different Samashti (macrocosmic lords of those 
three states). Besides, the translations of the Hindi text - 
‘Vrittiprabhakara’ by Sadhu Nishchaladasji are very popular in 
our country. In that text, it has been propounded that the words 
‘Hiranyagarbha’ and ‘Virat’ are used to refer to Jiva and 
Iswara in different contexts and that these references become 
justifiable, on the basis of ‘Shaktivritti’ (in the sense of power) 
to Jiva and ‘Gaimavritti’ (in the secondary sense) to Iswara. In 
addition to this, it has been written therin that - ‘‘In the' 
Mandukyopanishad it has been taught that ‘ Trividhajivas’ (the 
three types of Jivas) have to be meditated upon as identical 
(Abhedachintana) with ‘Trividha Ishwaras' (three types of 
Iswaras)” ! Further, it has been mentioned that - “The Mandukya 
Vachana has the ultimate or prime purport in teaching mere 
Abhedachintana alone and not that therein the Tattwa (the 
Ultimate Reality of Atman ) has been taught in consonance with 
Vastuswarupa (the essential nature of the Reality as It is in 
esse)” ! (Vri. Pra. pp. 353-355). By these interpretations there is 
every scope for more confusion being caused in the minds of the 
Jijnasus (seekers). For these reasons, it becomes quite necessary 
here to deliberate upon the real purport behind these Paribhashika 
Shabdas (technical terms). 

Can the words - ‘Vaishwanara’ and ‘Hiranvagarbha’ - 

• o 
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be used as Jivavachaka (those signifying the transmigratory 
soul) ? In the present text of Mandukya, how are these terms 
used ? - this question let us examine. With regard to this topic 
Shri Sankara has written in his Brihadaranyaka Bhashya (1-4-6) : 
“Papmadaha (destruction of sins, demerits), Bhaya (fear), Arati 
(absence of pleasure), Janma (rebirth) etc. - because these have 

f 

been mentioned in the Sruti they have perforce to be said to be 
Samsarivachaka (referring to a transmigratory soul) alone ; even 
so, here there is a special feature. The non-dual Paramatman 
alone exists in the Absolute sense, but He is being dealt with 
both as a Samsari due to association with adjuncts and as in His 
essential nature as Asamsari ; from this point of view, for 
Paramatman alone these words are used due to association with 
adjuncts. The dealings of Hiranyagarbha being one and of many 
forms are also of this nature alone. All the Jivas too, in the same 
manner, as they appear with adjuncts are Samsaris as also of 
many or various forms ; but' from the Paramartha Drishti they are 
all Paramatman alone. In the case of Hiranyagarbha, especially, 
because the adjunct is infinitely or exceedingly pure or subtle, He 

r 

is being called in Srutis and Smritis ‘Parameshwara’ alone ; He 
is referred to as ‘Samsari’ rarely at some places. For Jivas only 

- because of their abundance of impurities in their adjuncts, 
mostly the dealings as Samsaris are many, but from the stand¬ 
point of their Nirupadhikarupa (essential nature devoid of all 
fonns of adjuncts) they are all of the very essence of Paramatman 
indeed”. (Bri. Bh. 1-4-6, its gist). 

Secondly, if we deliberate upon the question - “In what 
manner have these words been used in the Mandukya 
Upanishad and in the Agama Prakarana Karikas which are 
of the form or nature of a commentary on it ?” - then there 
does not exist any Pramana (valid evidence) whatsoever to say 
or conclude : “In Mandukya Upanishad, an Abhedachintana has 
been taught between the Vyashti Jivas and Iswara of 
Samashtirupa”. In Mandukya it has been instructed in the manner 

- “Om - this letter is all this” ; “All this is verily Brahman” ; 
“This Atman is Brahman” - in order to give an explanation of 
Omkara as also the Brahmatmaikya (the identity between Brah¬ 
man and Atman), and further in it there exist sentences which 
propound that the entire world of duality that appears to all of 
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us is verily ‘Omkara’ or ‘Brahman’ ; but there are no words like 
‘Upasita’ (one should meditate), ‘Dhyayet ’ (one should contem¬ 
plate) etc., which stipulate by way of an injunction Dhyana 
(meditation, contemplation), anywhere in the text. In the case of 
the Karikas too, there is no trace of statements like - “Vishwa 
should be meditated or contemplated upon as Virat” - to be 

r 

found anywhere. In his Bhashyas Shri Sankara has stressed the 

point that all these four Prakaranas are - mean¬ 

ing, ‘The quintessence’ of the teachings of Vedanta’ - indeed, and 
not that they describe Upasanas. He has said : The determination 
of meanings of Omkara is : “Atmatattwapratipatyupayabhutam” 
- meaning, “It is a device (Upaya) for attaining Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge or Experience) of Atmatattwa (the Ultimate Reality 
of Atman)” and not that either in the Upanishad or in this 
Prakarana the Pranava Chintana (meditation on Omkara) has been 
considered. Even if we realize the meaning of the sentence 

occurring in Muktikopanishad : - 

meaning “For'Mumukshus Mandukya alone is. sufficient to 
enable them to attain Mukti” - we will have to reckon that from 
time immemorial the opinion that this Upanishad teaches Jnana 
which is instrumental in attaining Sadyodmukti (i.e. Liberation in 
this very life - also called Jivanmukti in Vedantic parlance) has 
been acknowledged on all hands. Therefore, it is proper to reckon 
that both the Upanishad and the Karika have the one singular 
purport of teaching the Vastuswarupa. 

Further, if we examine the query - “The word ‘Vaishwa- 
nara’ used in the Upanishad and the word ‘Vishwa’ used in 
the Karika - between these two words does one indicate 
Samashti (macrocosmic aspect) and the other Vyashti (micro- 
cosmic aspect) ?” - to conclude in this manner, we do not find 
any support or valid evidence. The word ‘Vaishwanara’, as used 
in the Chandogya Upanishad, is the name given to Brahman 
alone who is Upasya (the object of meditation). Shri Sankara has 
stated that the qualifying word ‘Saptanga’ (endowed with seven 
limbs or parts) which is described in the Upanishad, is applicable 
or suitable only to Iswara with proper reasons. While dealing 
with the etymological deduction (Vyutpatti) of the word 
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‘Vaishwanara’, Shri Sankara has stated : - iMftT H<i u ii^ 

- meaning, “Because He enables all Jivas to carry 
on their mundane affairs in various ways, He is called 

Vaishwanara” ; faspR srcft TO frrarrc: ; 

. meaning, “The human being who is 

Vishwa (the universe) is Vishwanara ; to the word ‘Vishwanara’ 
itself when the Swarthapratyaya (by virtue of a particular gram¬ 
matical usage indicating a subjective aspect) it gets converted into 
‘Vaishwanara’ ; because He is Abhinna (non-different from all 
embodied souls, He is called Vaishwanara”. Therefore, it be¬ 
comes definite, certain that the Sruti which has used this word 
of ‘Vaishwanara’ does not at all refer to Jiva. 

In the case of the Karikas of Shri Gaudapadacharya, espe¬ 
cially, the word ‘Vishwa’ is found, but the word ‘Vaishwanara’ 
is not found. It is reasonable and proper to expect this teacher, 
who has undertaken the task of explaining the Upanishad, has 
indicated the meaning of the word ‘Vaishwanara’ by the word 
‘Vishwa’. In the same way, it is proper indeed to reckon that the 
words ‘Taijasa’, ‘Prajna’ are significant terms for Parameshwara 
alone and not for Jivas. Only then, what has been expounded in 
the Upanishad as - “Vaishwanara’, ‘Taijasa’ and ‘Prajna’ are 
Atman’s three Padas (quarters)” - fully agrees with what Shri 
Gaudapada has explained with all his heart as - “These three are, 
in fact, indicating one and the same Atman and not that each one 
refers to one part of Atman” - and further it becomes fully in 

agreement with the meaning of his statement - ^ fjtt:’, 

meaning - “Those who are knowledgeable (seers) say that one 
and the same (Atman) Parameshwara exists three-fold”. 

In the same way, the word ‘Taijasa’ as also the word 
‘Prajna’ - both are the same in the Upanishad and the 
Karika. In the Upanishad just like Vaishwanara, Taijasa also is 
said to be ‘Saptariga’. Therefore, therein to interpret ‘Taijasa ’ as 
the Samashtirupa (macrocosmic form) of Iswara alone is proper. 
In the Madhubrahmana of Brihadaranyaka (2-5) there is a phrase : 

'wn” - meaning, “This Purusha 
who is existing in the earth and is full of resplendence, and 
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immortality” and in this manner, while mentioning identity be¬ 
tween Adhidaivika Purusha (tutelary macrocosmic Deity) and 
Adhyatma Purusha (spiritual microcosmic Being) in every recur¬ 
rence of the words, because it has been invariably stated by 
adducing Tejdmayatwa (abundance of brilliance), meaning - 
Chinmatratwa (very essence of Pure Consciousness) to both equally, 
it becomes quite reasonable here in this context also to reckon 
that - just like the word ‘Vaishwanara’ - the word ‘Taijasa’ also 
has been used as ‘Adhidaivapara ’ (in tutelary macrocosmic as¬ 
pect) alone. Further, in the Bhashya on the Upanishad, because 
it has been stated that - ‘For Taijasa (Purusha) a Consciousness 
which is replete with Vasana (latent impressions) alone that 
which is experienced” - we have perforce to reckon that therein 
the Atman who is a Witness to the Consciousness of latent 
impresions is referred to. 

Now, with regard to teaching that - “The word ‘Prajfia’ 
is truly one which signifies Parameshwara” - there does not 
remain any doubt whatsoever. For, in the remaining part of 

the sentence itself the Sruti is affirming : 
meaning - “He Himself is the omnipresent Being, He Himself is 
the ommiscient Being” - etc. in clear, unequivocal terms. Be¬ 
sides, the word ‘Prajna’ is being used at various places in the 
Brahma (Vedanta) Sutras (1-4-5.) as signifying Parameshwara 

r 

alone. The Bhashyakara (Shri Sankara) too has vociferously declared 

that - W-* - meaning, “Because the 

Pure Consciousness is the extra-ordinary nature of this Purusha 
alone, He is called Prajna”. In the Sutra Bhashya too Shri 

Sankara has written : WlsR:, - 

(Sut^a Bh. 1-3-42), meaning - “Prajna means Parameshwara ; for, 
the Consciousness which has the characteristic feature of 
ommiscience subsists in Him without leaving Him or departing 
from Him”. For these various reasons, we have to dismiss the 
weird interpretation of many present-day authors of Vedantic 
texts who say that - “Prajna means Prayena Ajnaha (one who is 
abundantly steeped in ignorance)” - and who have wildly imag¬ 
ined that he is the Jiva who is identifying himself as the pos¬ 
sessor of deep sleep state - as untenable, being opposed to the 
Sruti as well as to the Bhashya. 
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BENEFIT ACCRUING FROM DETERMINATION OF THE 

MEANINGS OF NAMES LIKE VISHWA, TAIJASA ETC. 

By all such deliberation what is the decisive meaning ar¬ 
rived at ? It is : The words ‘Vaishwanara’. ‘Taijasa’ and ‘Prajna’ 
used in the Sruti are the various forms of macrocosmic aspects 
of Iswara ; and those very forms have been called Vishwa, 
Taijasa, Prajna, j espectiveiy, in the Karikas too. These Vishwa 
etc. are not terms signifying Jivas ; neither are Vishwa and 
Vaishwanara are terms signifying Jiva and Iswara, respectively. 
Nowhere either in the Upanishad or in the present Karikas 
the terms like Vishwa, Taijasa etc. are stated to be the names 
of Vyashti Jivas or microcosmic individual souls. These are 
verily the names of Parameshwara with adjuncts. The benefit 
that accrues by determining in this manner is : It will amount 
to our discerning (the teaching) that - “To the non-dual 
Parameshwara alone, who is associated with gross, subtle and 
causal forms of adjuncts, these three different epithets of Virat 
or Vaishwanara, Vishwa ; Hiranyagarbha ; and Prajna or 
Iswara who is of the essential nature of Avyakritatma (unmanifested 
Self), respectively, have been addressed. In the following verses 
this very opinion alone will be clarified. 

THE INTUITIVE EXPERIENCE (ANUBHAVA) OF VISHWA, 

TAIJASA ETC. EXIST IN THE WAKING STATE TOO 

3tFFI% ^ ^ IRII 

Meaning : In the doorway of the right eye Vishwa, 
within the mind Taijasa and in the space within the heart 
Prajna - (thus) in the body He exists in three forms. 

It should be remembered here that Vishwa, Taijasa, Prajna 
- these names are not utilized exclusively for the purport of 
signifying three different Atmans who are associated with the 
three states of waking, dream and deep sleep. 06 the other hand, 
they are specifically utilized to indicate the truth - “One and the 
same Paramatman, by virtue of His association with adjuncts, has 
acquired these three distinct forms”. This teaching has been 
clarified in this Karika by Shri Gaudapadacharya. For that reason 
alone, here the waking state alone has been taken up for con¬ 
sideration. 
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“Vishwa exists in the doorway of the right eye” - this 
expression does not at all mean that He has taken a position in 
the eye. In fact, in various places in the Upanishads (e.g. 
Brihadaranyaka 5-5-4 ; Chhandogya 4-15-1) it has been stipulated 
that the practitioner should meditate upon Paramatman as existing 
in the eye. In that context the literal meaning that - ‘Paramatman 
actually exists in the eye’ - is not intended to be conveyed. Let 

9 

us see what Shri Sankara has stated in his Bhashya on the Chha- 
ndogya sentence : 

- meaning : “To those discriminative persons 
- who have turned their senses within, who have acquired spiri¬ 
tual disciplines like Brahmacharya (celibacy) etc. and who are 
tranquil in their minds - the Drashtrn (seer) of this Drishti (sight), 
i.e. Atman who witnesses the sight - appears”. Therefore, “Vishwa 
exists in the eyes” - means He illumines directly the cognitive 
(perceptive) faculty of the eyes by means of His Chaitanya or 
Pure Consciousness. Although in the Upanishad the statement - 
“He is endowed with 19 cognitive doorways” has taken into 
account the remaining senses while describing Vaishwanara, here 
the mention of only the ‘eye’ is intended as an Upalakshapa (an 
implication of all five senses) ; here it should be discerned that 
He is the Sakshi (Witnessing Consciousness) of the cognitive 
faculties of all the senses. The mention of ‘the right eye’ is to 
indicate the fact that in the Vedas mostly the right eye alone is 
selected ; may be, it has been stated in that manner because 
especially the right eye in people possesses a superior sharpness 
of sight. In fact, for stipulating by way of an injunction - the 
Purusha (celestial Being) who exists macrocosmically in the Sun 
and, microcosmically speaking, the Atman who exists in the right 
eye - should be meditated upon as one and the same Parameshwara 
by the name ‘Satya’ - this alone is the purport. In any case, that 
Paramatman who is being called ‘Vaishwanara’ from the macro- 
cosmic view-point is Himself our Atman who is illumining our 
cognitive consciousness in the senses. Not discerning this truth 
people in general are misconceiving their own Being divisively 
in the manner “I am the Jnatru or cognizer who knows the 
external objects through the means of my senses” - this is the 
purport of this sentence. 
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For the sentence - “In the mind He exists as Taijasa” - 
a similar interpretation should be made. Giving up his perception 
of the external objects through the senses, when he is experienc¬ 
ing happiness and miseries in his mind alone internally, one who 
is illumining the mental cognition of the form of Vrittis (thoughts, 
concepts) is verily Atman, is it not ? In the case of the cognition 
of one who is seeing the gross objects with his eyes', actually by 
virtue of the (internal) mind and the (external) senses conjointly 
becoming one valid means or medium of knowledge the cogni¬ 
tion of the object is accruing ; but when happiness and misery 
and such other psychic phenomena are being experienced by the 
mind, there is no relationship of the outer senses at all to our 
cognitive knowledge. Therefore, herein the subtle cognition alone 
became the object for the Sakshi (Witnessing Consciousness). By 
virtue of this difference in His adjunct Atman Himself is called 
‘Taijasa’ indeed. In addition to this, the microcosmic mind is 
important for Jiva in his Lingasharira (subtle body) ; by means 
of this alone the Jiva begets his fruits according to the nature of 
his Karmas and has to attain other bodies (in other births) - 
(Brihadaranyaka 4-4-6). Hiranyagarbha who is endowed with the 
adjunct of macrocosmic Mind is Mandmaya (of the very essence 
of Mind) - (Bri. 5-6-1). He has to be perforce meditated upon 
in the mind only. Because this Sakshi alone who is implied by 
the association with the adjunct of the mind has been called 
‘Taijasa’ in the Upanishad, it is proper to have stated that - “One 
who exists in the mind is Taijasa”. 

Now, what is meant by - “In the space of the heart exists 
Prajfia” - is to be considered, is it not so ? If the phrase - 
‘Hridayakasha’ - is to be translated literally, then it has to be 
interpreted as ‘the space existing within the heart’ only. Although 
in the waking both the body and the heart within it are invariably 
existing, because this expression has been used to explain the 
present topic of ‘Prajiia’s experience’, this meaning or interpre¬ 
tation does not suit. When both the mental transactions of expe¬ 
rience (Anubhava) and memory (Smarana) have ceased, the es¬ 
sential nature of Being that exists (subsists) alone is called 
‘Prajna’, is it not so ? Just as when in deep sleep there do not 
exist any mental transactions, Atman exists in His essential nature 
of Pure Being-Consciousness, in the same way in the waking 
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state too when Atman exists in the ‘Tushnimsthiti’ (a state 
wherein there are no mental transactions whatsoever) He actually 
exists unto His essential nature of Pure, Absolute Chaitanya 
(Consciousness in esse). Therefore, our calling Him ‘Prajna’ is 
rendered to be correct. But how can the statement - ‘He exists 
in the space of the heart’ - be justified ? 

The answer to this query is : Here the word ‘Akasha’ 
(space) means Shuddhatman (Pure Atman) who is exceedingly 
subtle like space. This convention of using this word ‘Akasha’ 
to refer to Paramatman is in vogue in the Upanishadic lore. 
For example, in the Brihadaranyaka during the debate be¬ 
tween Gargi and Ajatashatru the question that - “When he 
is asleep where was the Vijnanamaya Purusha ?” - (Bri. 2- 

1-16) - was raised and in answer - m«iHi 

- meaning, “Taking all these cogni¬ 
tions of the senses along with the distinct knowledge which 
manifests itself in the Antahkarana (mind). He exists in the space 
which is within the heart” - it is stated thus. While explaining 

r r 

the meaning of this Sruti sentence, Shri Sankara has written in 
his Bhashya thus : ^ ^ ^ • cff^^ auRqfr 

srraJRt *qi'4il«A> sraraif^)’ - meaning, “By die word ‘Akasha’ 

here one’s own Paramatman is denoted ; he rests in that Akasha 
called ‘Atman’ who is his own essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness and devoid of any characteristics of Samsara 

(transmigratory existence)”. In the' following sentence too Shri 

/ 

Sankara has stated : “He exists in mere space - is not its 

r 

meaning ; for, the support of another Sruti sentence from 
Chhandogya, viz. ‘My dear, then he has become one with Brah¬ 
man called ‘Sat’ - also, will be available for this our interpre¬ 
tation. Discarding the distinct nature brought about by association 
with the adjunct of Lingasharira (causal body Jivatma), he rests 
in his essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness which is 
devoid of any distinct characteristic, and Absolute, Pure ; this is 
the meaning”. Therefore, the real meaning of the third sentence 
of the Karika is : “When there do not exist any mental 
modifications or transactions of the forms of experience and 
memory (Anubhava-smaranarupa Manovyapara) all of us re¬ 
ally (actually) exist in our Hridayakasha, meaning Paramatma 



Agama Prakarana 


21 


Swarupa (the essential nature of Supreme Self)”. Vaishwanara 
who exists in the waking condition, Taijasa who exists in the 
dream condition and Prajna who exists in the deep sleep condi¬ 
tion - the Intuitive Experience of all these three (macrocosmic 
Beings) invariably exists in our waking experience indeed. “By 
association with the adjuncts of the senses he is Shariratma 
(embodied soul), by association with the adjunct of the mind he 
is Lingatma (subtle-bodied soul) and when both these adjuncts 
are absent and he rests in his essential nature of Pure Being 
without cognizing anything whatsoever he is Sushuptatma - thus 
even in our waking we are able to recognize or realize” - in this 
manner if we ratiocinate and try to give up our identification with 
these microcosmic (Vyashti) adjuncts (Upadhis), then the Sakshi 
(Witnessing Consciousness or Principle, who is implied by these, 
alone is our essential nature per se. Even the concept that this 
Sakshi is invariably confined by these cognitions of the body and 
the senses is also a Bhranti (delusion) indeed. For, this cognition 
or Intuition of our Sakshi Chaitanya (Witnessing, Absolute 
Consciousness) has verily transcended the body and is witnessing 
the entire universe itself (in the holistic sense). Therefore, if we 
cognize the fact that the entire waking world (\'ishwa) is an 
adjunct to this Sakshi, then this Alma who is appearing to exist 
in our body is Himself ‘ Vishwa’ (Vaishwanara) - it amounts to 
saying. Just like the microcosmic adjunct of the body (Vyashti 
Lingopadhi), if we Intuit that the whole gamut of the macrocosmic 
Mind itself is an adjunct to this Sakshi, then this our Atman 
Himself, who appears as if being encircled by the subtle adjunct, 
is verily ‘Taijasa’ (Hiranyagarbha) - it amounts to saying. In the 
same way, when y.>jiubhava (experience), Smarana (memory) - 
these adjuncts do not exist whatsoever - although it appears that 
we do not have any cognitive knowledge whatsoever - then it is 
tantamount to deducing tiiat - “The Sakshi (Witnessing Con¬ 
sciousness) - who directly Intuits or cognizes in the manner - ‘No 
knowledge or experience whatsoever appears’ - with the aid of 
our Nirvikalpanubhava (Pure, Absolute Intuitive Experience) - is 
Himself the ‘Prajna’ who is verily our Atman”. Therefore, what 
we averred that - “One and the same Paramatman exists in three 
kinds in our waking body” - is also substantiated indeed. 

The statement that is made in the first Karika to the effect 
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that - “One and the same Atman exists in three aspects as 
Vishwa in the waking, Taijasa in the dream and Prajna in deep 
sleep” - is itself being once again reiterated here in the manner 

- “In the waking too, in the same manner, to one and the same 
Person the three types of distinct forms like Vishwa, Taijasa and 
Prajna accrue” - and the reason for this repetition here is in¬ 
tended to instruct the truth that - “Atman begets distinct forms 
by virtue of His association with adjuncts alone, but in His very 
essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness there do not arise 
or come into being these three distinctions whatsoever.” There is 
scope for the common run of people to get deluded in the manner 

- “First when we are awake our Atman begets a particular form ; 
then when the dream comes we attain another form ; thereafter 
when the deep sleep comes yet another form we acquire” - is 
it not so ? There is no room whatsoever for such a delusion ! 
Atman exists unto Himself as He is in esse. Even if three people 
imagine in the manner - “This is the Sun who appears through 
the door of this house” - there do not exist three Suns at all, 
is it not so ? In the same way, Atman Himself does not in the 
least acquire different forms - being endowed with the adjuncts 
of the body and the senses in the waking, merely the mind in 
the dream and a total absence of any cognitive knowledge in the 
deep sleep. Just as the Sun who supplies light to everyone is one 
and one alone, Atman who provides (sustains) all the Avast has 
by virtue of the Light of His Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) is 
one and one alone (non-dual). These very same adjuncts can be 
cognized in the waking too ; then in that event, the truth that 

- “Atman is one and one alone” - will become all the more clear, 
evident ; and this alone is the purport of the Karika. 

IS IT PROPER TO SAY THAT IN THE WAKING TOO THE ANUBHAVA 
OR INTUITIVE EXPERIENCE OF VISHWA ETC. EXISTS ? 

Here in this context a doubt may arise : If by virtue of 
being endowed with various adjuncts like waking, dream and 
deep sleep alone these epithets of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna 
have been given, then how at all the statement that - ‘In the 
waking state alone the experiences of these three exist’ - can be 
proper ? In that event, does it not amount to saying that when 
the waking state alone is existing the dream and the deep sleep 
states too exist ? 
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For this, the solution is : Because the true purport behind 
the above-mentioned explanation has not been discerned, this 
doubt has raised its head. In fact, by virtue of an association with 
adjuncts like the senses, the mind and Ajfiana (ignorance) alone 
the states of waking, dream and deep sleep are appearing as 
though they are experienced by Atman. All this has been stated 
from the waking viewpoint alone and not from the viewpoints of 
the respective states. For, neither in the dream in the manner - 
“Now I am seeing (experiencing) a dream” nor in the deep sleep 
in the manner - “Now I am sleeping, am not cognizing anything 
whatsoever” - anyone ever experiences ; in truth, while in the 
dream one feels in the manner - “I am awake at present” - only, 
and in deep sleep no feeling whatsoever exists. Therefore, be¬ 
cause we are getting the distinctive discrimination or recognition 
of ‘dream’ and ‘deep sleep’ in the waking alone, itj amounts to 
saying that the concepts or feelings of Avasthatraiya (three states 
of Consciousness) are occurring to us in the waking alone. The 
scrutinies of the types of - “Last night I saw a dream” or “I had 
deep sleep. I did not have cognition of anything whatsoever” - 
are possible to be carried out in the waking by one who has the 
distinctive cognition of the body alone. Therefore, there is noth¬ 
ing wrong in the statement made to the effect - “In the body He 
exists in three kinds”. Thus Atman, who is appearing as distinct 
as one embodied, Himself in His essential nature as the Witness¬ 
ing Consciousness assumes the macrocosmic forms of Vishwa, 
Taijasa and Prajna, in the manner in which it has been so far 
shown, and that this truth the Upanishad is teaching is the 
purport of the Karika. 

THE OBJECTIONS AND SOLUTIONS PERTAINING TO THE 

EXAMINATION OF DEEP SLEEP 

Here in this context some people who follow the Vyakhyana 
Prasthana (the methodology of the post-Sankara sub-com¬ 
mentators) have raised a doubt pertaining to the scrutiny that 
is carried out about deep sleep in waking and their answer to 
it also is as follows : That the Sakshi who exists in deep sleep 
is Himself to be found in the dream as well as in the waking 
is accepted on all hands. What accrues in waking is Smarana (the 
memory) of the Sakshi, of Sukha and Ajnana that exist in deep 
sleep. Memory is a phenomenon which occurs when after the 
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experience is destroyed, the latent impressions (Samskara) arise 
in a different period of time due to a special cause. The memory 
of the form of - “Then I experienced in such and such a manner * 
- accmes to us because after Anubhava (the experience) has 
vanished, now in a different period of time the Samskara of that 
experience has arisen in us, is it not so ? But what exists in 
Sushupti is the Sakshi’s experience alone. And since there is no 
destruction whatsoever to the Sakshi, the Anubhava did not 
vanish at all ; then, wherefrom can the Samskara come ? If there 
is no Samskara how at rii could the memory accrue 

of this type, what consolation those 
> . The experience that accrues in 
/•hic'ii exists in that vastba [Here 


Thus raising a doubt 
disputants have sue/c ' * 

Sushupti is that of 'Ajnana" 
in this respect the opinion 


uo o t-vf-o . o tK o * 
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“This 


Ajnana is not Jnanabhava (the absence c- j ; ana), but a particular 
type of substantial, positive Ajiir\ r achawyav rya (indefinable ig¬ 
norance)]. By virtue of the association whh an adjunct of the 
form of Chidabhasa (false appearance of Consciousness) that 
arises in this Ajnana, the faise conceptual experience of the type 
of Ajnana, Sukha and Sakshi arises in us. Since that Jnana is 
acquired in all the three Avasthas, three different states, by the 
destruction of a previous particular Ajnana, the Chidabhasa that 
exists in it also gets destroyed and another AjnanSvastha (state 
of ignorance) is caused as well as another Chidabhasa which 
exists in it. Therefore, by the revival of a particular Samskara 
bom out of the destruction of the respective Chidabhasa in the 
waking there is every possibility for the memory of those three 
phenomena, viz., Sakshi, Sukha and Ajnana to arise. 

Neither the doubt nor its solution described so far is to be 
found, not a wee bit of it, in the Karikas especially. The Ajnana 
that these disputants have conceived has not been signified or 
suggested anywhere by the Karikakara (i.e. Si ri Gaudapada). 
Both the phenomena of the Avasthas oi Ajnana getting destroyed 
and the different Avasthas getting bom are mdeed, like the 
imagination of Ajfiana, mere figments of imagination. For, no one 
ever has the experiences of the type - “In Sushupti I have such 
and such an experience” ; “In the dream it (Avastha) gets 
transformed or changed” ; “In the waking another form of 
Avastha is attained”. It need not be gainsaid that Shn Gaudapada, 
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on the strength of the three Avasthas which are in everyone’s 
experience as well as the experiences that accrue to every one 
in those Avasthas, has convinced us about the Intuitive Experi¬ 
ence of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna, but he has not mentioned 
an Avidya which some disputants have misconceived and which 
is riddled with raging controversies and has never thereby tried 
to cause untold and needless difficulties to Jijnasus (true seekers). 
The Avidya (which is conceived by these Vyakhyanakaras) has 
not been considered or reviewed at all in any Sruti (Upanishad) 

r 

nor any trace of it can be found in Shri Sankara’s extant Bhashyas. 
Hence, giving up the consideration of this wild imaginary doc¬ 
trine of these disputants here, it is better if we pursue our study 
of the Karika meanings. 

In that case, if a question to the effect - “What about the 
memory of the type - ‘In deep sleep I did not know anything’ 

- that accrues in the waking ?” - is raised, the answer to it is : 
This is a mere misconception. For example, merely by the phrase 

- ‘A hare’s horns’ - although a concept of the type that - ‘A 

t 

particular animal called a ‘hare’ has horns’ - may be formed in 
the mind, those persons who have actually seen a hare are 
convinced in the manner - “That animal has no horns at all” - 
and further they have a steadfast, settled belief of the type - 
“This phrase is a mere misconception ; there is no hare anywhere 
with any horns as suggested by the phrase.” In the same manner, 
in the case of Sushupti the memory that accrues to us in the 
waking should be understood. Shri Sureshwaracharya also has 
expressed the same opinion in his Brihadaranyaka Vartika. 

^ HkHRwlMRl ■pjfct: 

wfoqf tT 'FJcT II 

(Bri. Va. 1-4-300, 301) 
The purport of these two Vartikas is : “In Sushupti there 
is no experience whatsoever ; ‘I did not know’ - is not at all 
a memory. For, there is no intervention or interposition of phe¬ 
nomena like time, space, causation etc. therein. It is not possible 
to say about what exists in Atman per se that it belongs to past 
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time, is it not so ? Pratyagatman (the innermost Self) can never 
possibly touch either past time or future time ; for, time also is 
venly an object for Atman ; that which is Parartha - like the 
rope-snake, having been misconceived in another, appears com¬ 
pletely being within its control - that phenomenon is stated to 
be a mere Vikalpa (misconception) appearing in a thing which 
is Svartha (a real entity independently existing) like the rope. 
Therefore, the statement - “I did not know anything therein” - 
is also a mere Vikalpa indeed. 

Thus, it is tantamount to concluding that the scrutiny of 
the dream and deep sleep states is a particular type of 
Vikalpa alone that is entertained by virtue of the waking 
viewpoint only in the waking body alone. In that case, if it is 
contended that - “It amounts to saying that the deep-seated 
beliefs like - ‘We have dreams ; we have deep sleep too’ - have 
no supporting evidence” - we have to give an answer separately. 
The Srutis do not - in the ultimate analysis - have the prime 
intention of teaching that to all of us really, actually the three 

W 

states accrue. In fact, the ultimate purport of all the Srutis is 
invariably to expound their unique Siddhanta (final spiritual teach¬ 
ing) of - “Atman does not have any Avastha whatsoever, in 
reality” - but prior to that, first by assuming tentatively the 
staunch belief that all of us entertain in the manner - “We all 
have the states like waking, dream etc.” - from the Vyavahara 
Drishti (empirical viewpoint) alone and thereafter examining the 
Avasthanubhavas (universal experiences of the three states) to 
enable us to Intuit that Atman is devoid of any Avastha. This 
truth we will further clarify while considering the meaning of the 
Turiyakarikas. For the time being, this much should be kept in 
mind : “Vyavahara” means the Pratyaya (cognition) that accrues 
to us in the waking and the Vyapadesha (utilizing the words) that 
we do. From this Vyavahara Drishti, we all have a strong 
conviction to the effect - “We have the three states of Conscious¬ 
ness like waking, dream and deep sleep” - is it not so ? If we 
scrutinize the experiences of these states - the experiences that 
accrue to us within a particular state - we come to Intuit, cognize 
that : (a) Our Atman is not distinct as an embodied entity ; 
(b) whatever appears in a particular Avastha is only an adjunct 
that is associated with that Atman. On the strength and support 
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of this Intuitive knowledge alone, Atman who is in these states 
has been named ‘Vishwa’, ‘Taijasa’ and ‘Prajna’. Now if we 
observe from the Paramartha Drishti (Absolute viewpoint) - that 
there is no valid evidence or means of proof to show that dream 
and deep sleep states occur - is also true indeed. Then, in that 
event, it is tantamount to concluding that there is no valid proof 
to assert that there exists a waking state distinctively, separately. 
For, only when dream and deep sleep phenomena exist, one can 
say that waking exists, is it not so ? If seen in this light, because 
it amounts to saying - “Atman is Nityaniravastha (eternally devoid 
of any states)” - there does not remain any doubt whatsoever. 
This truth we will further scrutinize and describe while consid¬ 
ering Turiyakarikas. 

ENJOYMENTS FOR VISHWA ETC. 

ati-Ksw <rar w 1w?rRiimi 

Meaning : Vishwa is eternally an enjoyer (eater) of gross 
things ; Taijasa is the enjoyer of a variety of things, and 
Prajna is the enjoyer of bliss. Thus know that the enjoyment 
is of three kinds. The gross (enjoyment) produces satisfaction 
or satiation to Vishwa, what is various (produces satiation) to 
Taijasa and bliss produces satiation to the Prajna. Thus know 
that satiation is of three kinds. 

Commentary : Although the meaning of the verses (Karikas) 
mentioned here can be known from the explanation of the mean¬ 
ings of words like ‘Sthulabhuk’ etc. which are found in the 
Upanishad, the delineation of the type - “The enjoyment is of 
three kinds ; the satiation is of three kinds” - is not clarified 
there. For the Bhoktru (enjoyer) of the waking, enjoyment lies 
in a gross object ; for the enjoyer of the dream, enjoyment is 
of subtle objects and for the enjoyer of the deep sleep, it is 
Tamasa Bhoga (slothful, indolent enjoyment bom out of Ajnana 
or ignorance), is it not so ? If we discern here in this context 
what is explained in the fourth Mantra, viz. the cognition (Prajna) 
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itself of these objects is the Bhojya (enjoyment) for Vishwa, 
Taijasa etc., then the statement - “Enjoyment is of three kinds, 
satiation is of three kinds” - becomes meaningful. In all the three 
Avasthas if Sakshi is one and the same it amounts to saying that 
the cognition of the appearance of the triad, viz. Bhoktru (enjoyer), 
Bhoga (enjoyment), Bhogya (enjoyed object) is verily that of 
Atman ; to wit, the Intuition or cognition (Prajna) of the enjoy¬ 
ment or experience of a particular state becomes an object invari¬ 
ably to the light of the nature of Intuitive Experience (Pure 
Consciousness) of Sakshi, it should perforce be assumed that 
Atman who is the Witnessing Pure Consciousness is called 
‘Bhoktru’ for courtesy’s sake alone. From this it evolves that 
Trupti (the satiation) that accrues to the respective Bhoktru of 
that particular Avastha by enjoying the respective Bhoga is verily 
Atman’s Anandaswarupa (essential nature of Bliss) which mani¬ 
fests itself at the end of any form of action of enjoyment of an 
object. When the Vritti (mental concept) which arises at the end 
of an enjoyment is bom and disappears, this Ananda (Bliss of 
Atman) manifests Itself spontaneously in the form as Trupti 
(satiation). Just as the Prajna (cognition) of the forms of gross 
object, subtle object etc. is totally an object to the Witnessing 
Atman, in the same way the Vritti of the form or nature of Trupti 
that accrues to the Bhoktru is an object to Him only. From this 
deduction, here it is mentioned that there exist three kinds in 
Atman’s Trupti. That is all. 

THE FRUIT ACCRUING FROM JNANA OF BHOKTRU AND . 

BHOGYA 

Bn tlFTH -qrtr «cb)fctd: I 

Meaning : The one who cognizes - that which is the 
Bhogya (the object of enjoyment) in all the three Dhamas 
(regions) and that one who is said to be Bhokta (the enjoyer) 
- both these, even if he enjoys he will not get tainted by it. 

Commentary : Here what has been termed as ‘Bhoktni’ 
(the enjoyer) for courtesy’s sake is Paramatman alone who is the 
Avasthasakshi (Witnessing Consciousness cognizing the three 
states). The object (of enjoyment) of the forms of Sthula (gross) 
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and Sukshma (subtle) termed as Bhogya (enjoyed object) also is 
His only. The Bhbktru is not different, one each for the different 
states. In the same way, the Bhoga (enjoyed object) too is not 
different for each state. One and the same Bhoktru - by virtue 
of the fact that He is having Sthula Prajiia (gross cognition), 
Sukshma Prajiia (subtle cognition) etc. which are objects to 
Anubhava (Pure Consciousness) - has been given the different 
epithets like Vishwa, Taijasa etc. That very totality of objects of 
the nature of names and forms has attained the three different 
forms as Bhogya with names like Sthula, Sukshma and Ananda. 
But in Atman’s essential nature of Chaitanya as a result of 
illumining the respective object (of enjoyment) there does not 
occur any special feature, change whatsoever. The common people 
have superimposed upon (misconceived in) Chidatman, who is of 
the very essence of Siikshi (Witnessing Consciousness), the 
Vishesha (particular characteristic features) that result from the 
Bhoga (enjoyment) in the Bhoktruriipa (form of the enjoyer) of 
the empirical region (Vyavahara). That is all. 

Here in this context there lurks a secret tenet. Although on 
the face of it the meaning of the Karika appears to suggest that 
- “Atman who is the Bhoktru in all the three Avasthas of Jagrat, 
Svapna and Sushupti is one and the same; the Vishayaprajna 
(cognition of the objects) which is Bhogya (the enjoyed thing) 
is also one and the same” - if we observe it Intuitively, in 
Sushupti there does not exist any distinction of Bhoktru and 
Bhogya whatsoever. For, in that state or condition the various 
knowledges or cognitions have, without being distinct, become 
one unitary Pure Consciousness to merge in Atman ; in the same 
manner, the Ananda (Bliss) which is the object for Jnana (Intui¬ 
tive Knowledge) has also merged in Atman alone. Hence, the 
statement that - ‘I’ in all the three Avasthas the Bhoktru is one 
and the same, Bhogya also is one and same’ - is, in fact, from 
the waking state viewpoint. But if we observe Intuitively, it is 
tantamount to concluding that one and one Atman alone appears 
as the manifold distinctions of both Bhoktru and Bhogya. 

When observed from this viewpoint, to the Jnani who has 
realized Intuitively the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality of Atman), there 
is no taint whatsoever from Bhojana (enjoyment). For, the Jnana 
(Intuitive Knowledge or Experience) of the type - “I am verily 
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Atman who is devoid of the divisions or distinctions of Bhhktru 
and Bhogya” - has accrued to him. Even when this Jnana has 
not accrued, one who has cognized the truth that - “The names 
and forms which are the Bhogya in the three Avasthas are, in 
their essence, one and the same” - he too will not be tainted by 
(the defects or demerits of) Vishaya Bhoga because of his attain¬ 
ing the cognition. Intuition to the effect that - “By dint of the 
Jnana, which is of the essential nature of Atman’s Chaitanya, I 
am enjoying or experiencing the object”. Although to the com¬ 
mon run of people this Jnana is not there, one who eats his food 
with the deep feeling or staunch belief of the type - “One and 
the same Paramatman alone, in the forms of Vaishwanara, Taijasa 
etc., is the Lord, Master for the Bhogas that accrue in the three 
Avasthas; I am offering this oblation of the form of this food to 

Vaishwanara” - to such a Satvika (one endowed with Satva Guna 

* 

or virtuous qualities) there is no taint of any defect or blemish 
that may exist in the Bhojya [To wit, Bhogya means the object 
of Intuitive Knowledge or Anubhava ; Bhojya means the food 
that is eaten - this difference in the meaning of the words is 
mentioned in the Sanskrit grammar. Here in this context the word 
Bhojya might have been used to indicate both the meanings : 
(i) Those who eat their food with chaste feelings do not get 
tainted ; (ii) To Atman who is of the nature of the Witnessing 
Consciousness all this is verily like Bhojya food. Some people 
have, for this reason, conceived of a variant reading like ‘Yad 
Bhojyam’] - thus a fruit for such a belief can also be imagined 
for this Karika by way of a secondary purport (Avantara 
Tatparya). 


Ill SRISHTI KARIKAS 

• • 

to ’Scfarani ydifwld i 

Wlfd ll^ll 

Meaning : “(Previously) Existing Sarvabhavas (objects 
in their entirety) - to them alone is Utpatti (creation or birth), 
this is certain. The Purusha (Being) called ‘Prana’ creates 
everything distinctively, the rays of Chetas (Pure Conscious¬ 
ness ) too.” 


Agama Prakarana 
RELATIONSHIP OF THE TEXT 


31 


From hereon Karikas pertaining to the topic of creation will 
appear. The relationship of this textual portion is : Although the 
forms of Atman which are appearing to be experiencing the three 
Avasthas of Jagrat, Svapna and Sushupti are seemingly different 
or distinct, all the three are, in reality, not different, distinct. It 
has already been indicated that the Atman who is illumining all 
the Avasthas is one and the same. For the purpose of engender¬ 
ing this cognitive knowledge, it has also been demonstrated that 
the three forms of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna accrue to Atman 
by virtue of an association with the different adjuncts of the three 
different Avasthas. In order to clarity the truth that - “Really 
speaking, these three forms are not different. That Paramatman, 
of the essence of Prajna who exists in Sushupti, is Himself 
appearing in these three different forms of Vishwa, Taijasa and 

Prajna” - the Sruti, in the sixth Mantra, is stating - ^ ^ 

“This (Atman alone who exists in Sushupti) is Sarveshwara, 
meaning - Sarvajna.” 

In this manner it has been described in this Mantra, is it 
not so ? How is this proper ? It is but natural for the common 
people to doubt in the manner : “Because our form of existence 
in Sushupti is engulfed in ignorance, it is an extremely inferior 
form”. Just as we have believed that in the waking we are 
different as embodied beings and in the dream we are different 
being associated with different minds, in the same manner we all 
have believed that in our Sushupti we are different endowed with 
different Ajnana. But the Sruti in order to dislodge this staunch, 
deep-seated belief among all of us exaggerates, rather exalts, our 
Swarupa by teaching that - “In reality, your essential nature is 
not divided by or different from the-Avasthas; in the waking your 
essential nature of Being is Vaishwanarabhinna (not different 
from, i.e. identical with, the macrocosmic Being of Vaishwanara), 
in the dream It is Taijasabhinna (not different from, i.e. identical 
with, the macrocosmic Being of Taijasa) and in the deep sleep 
It is Prajnabhinna (identical with the macrocosmic Being of 
Prajna)”. 
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PRAJNA MEANS PARAMESHWARA ALONE 

Prajna is the name for Paramatman who is Chidatmaka (of 
the very essence of Pure Consciousness). In deep sleep our 
essential nature of Pure Being appears as if It has given up 
completely Its association with the external adjuncts and has 
become one with Parameshwara Himself, who is of the very 
essence of our Paramarthatman (Atman, the Ultimate Reality). In 
order to indicate this teaching it is stated in Brihadaranyaka 

Upanishad 4-3-21 : ‘sre WT: ^ W HltUH.’ 

- meaning : “Since this Vijnanamaya Purusha (self of the nature 
of intellectual wisdom is embraced by Prajnatma in deep sleep. 
He remains, exists without cognizing anything, either external or 
internal”. The misconception of the type - “In deep sleep we 
exist in the dense darkness of Ajnana or ignorance” - is enter¬ 
tained by all of us quite naturally, is it not so ? The ground 

r 

reality is not like this at all. The Sruti is convincing all of us 
about the real state of affairs in the manner - “(In deep sleep) 
all of you exist bereft of any obligation or binding whatsoever 
of the gross body, senses etc. as also of the subtle mind”. In his 

r 

Bhashyas Shri Sankara, while explaining the meaning of the 
words ‘Purusha’ and ‘Prajna’ used in the Sruti, says : ‘cTW 
TiRft: i tn?t i i w- 

I trfwra 11 . meaning : “In this 

sentence ‘Purusha’ necessarily means Shariratma (embodied self); 

for, he alone is the cognizer. Because there is a possibility of his 

# 

cognizing what is external and what is internal, it becomes 
tenable to say that in deep sleep he exists without knowing or 
cognizing in that manner. Here ‘Prajna’ means Parameshwara 
alone ; for, the relationship with Prajna or Consciousness of 
the essential nature of omniscience (Saravajhatwarupa) is never 
leaving Him” - (Sutra Bhashya - 1-3-42). 

Not merely in deep sleep, but as and when the relationship 
with an adjunct is disengaged from this Jiva - in all such 
circumstances, in reality, he (Jiva) becomes one with Parameshwara 
Himself who is called ‘Prajna’. Avasthas (empirical states) like 
Samadhi, swooning, death etc. are illustrations for this. In those 
states too this Vjjnanatma (embodied self or Jiva) has become 
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one with Prajfia alone. For that reason alone, Brihadaranyaka 
Upanishad (4-3-35), while describing Utkranti (departure from the 

body or death), has stated : ‘spi Wit atltqr *ii*Mk*HMHwi 

wftf’ - meaning : “Just as a fully loaded cart rolls away making 
screaching noise, in the same way this embodied self, being 
supported by Prajnatma, traverses making a harsh sound” - from 

the Vyavahara Drishti, and Wti - meaning : “The 

Jiva merges in Paramatman who is the Paradevata (transcenden¬ 
tal, Absolute deity or divinity” - from the Paramartha Drishti. 

f f 

While writing the meaning (purport) of that Sruti, Shri Sankara 
says : “tft# sF^T ^ wtftt titpral 

^ trratl 

r wt^RTtrq i -qsn cit% w?hr: am 

i ftrw sRitq^r:, tjwi 

ll” - (Chh. Bha. 6-8-6), meaning : “Thus when the Vak 

(speech) merges in the mind, the mind in the Prana (vital force), 
Prana in the Tejas (effulgence, radiance), Tejas in Paramatman - 
in this sequential order if we recede unto ourselves and when the 
mind (in its entirety) merges in, or becomes one, with its very 
source of Paramatman, then the Jiva, who existed in that mind, 
as a result of the sublation or falsification of his adjunct 
(Upasamhara of the Upadhi, viz., body, mind, senses) recedes 
unto (his very source of Paramatman) just as at the time of deep 

sleep the mind etc. are completely withdrawn. Then ‘uc^iPhuRh^V 

(with the Intuitive Experience or cognition of the type - ‘Now 
I am becoming one with Sadbrahma’ - if he recedes unto his very 
essence of Being, once again - unlike waking up from deep sleep 
- he does not wake up with the intention of obtaining another 
body. This is just like one, who is in a region which is insecure 
with a multitude of fears ; when he reaches a secure place devoid 
of any fear of danger, he does not return to the former place. 
But the other person who is not an Atmajfia (knower of the Self) 
wakes up once again from that very source of Brahman alone just 
as he has woken from sleep and even after death he gets caught 
in the net of the body”. 

In any case, it amounts to concluding that in this manner 
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in deep sleep all Jivas without having any cognition whatsoever 
become one with Prajna, meaning Parameshwara. All this has 
been stated from the Vyavahara Drishti on the assumption of the 
knowledge that - “All Jivas beget states like Jagrat, Svapna, 
Sushupti, one after another”. But in the present context of the 
Mandukyopanishad, Shri Sankara has determined in the maimer 
- “Because Atman has been called ‘Vaishwanara’ having been 
associated with the adjunct of the waking state, ‘Hiranyagarbha’ 
having been associated with the adjunct of the dream state and 
‘Prajna’ having been associated with the adjunct of the deep 
sleep state - the Pratyagatman or innermost Atman who exists in 
the respective state is taught to be verily of the essential nature 
of Vaishwanara, Taijasa etc. indeed” - in his Bhashya on the 
occasion of commenting on the qualifying phrase ‘Saptanga’. 
Therefore, Atman of the deep sleep state attaining the form of 
‘Vaishwanara’ who is endowed with the waking state is dealt to 
be the ‘Srishti’ or creation alone brought about by Avyakritatman 
(Atman who is in the unmanifested seed or causal form). Having 
followed this principle alone, Shri Gaudapada, the Karikakara, 
has written the Srishtivakyas. In the Upanishad too in the sixth 
Mantra it has been stated : “This one alone is Sarveshwara, this 
one alone is Sarvajna, this one alone is Antaryami, this one alone 
is the Yoni (womb, cause) ; is He not the cause for Prabhavapyaya 
(birth and death) of Bhutas (empirical entities) ?” - Is it not so ? 
From that Adhidaivika Drishti (viewpoint of the tutelary macro- 
cosmic deity or viewpoint of the celestial plane) alone here also 
in these Karikas the deliberation on creation has been com¬ 
menced. 

WHAT IS THE PROPRIETY JN CALLING 

AVYAKRITATMA PRANA ? 

• • 

In this Karika Prajna has been called ‘Prana’ also, is it 
not so ? How is this proper ? By describing here the purport 

f 

behind the discussion that Shri Sankara has made with regard to 
this topic, there is an added advantage. In the Upanishad : 

“TtmWMfcT upjf ■sm sH, ttft 'JiP’it Trafr - 

(Chh. 4-3-3) - meaning : “ Vak (speech), Chakshus (eyes), Shrdtru 
(ears), Manas (mind) etc. - all these senses become one with 
Prana in deep sleep” - because of this Sruti statement, the first 
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consolatory explanation is that the word ‘Prana’ also can be 
addressed to Sushuptatman. But in Sushupti Prana is not mani¬ 
fested at all, is it not so ? In truth, Prana Itself is protecting the 
body of the sleeping person ; otherwise, it amounts to saying that 
there is no difference whatsoever between Sushupti and Marana 
(death) ! 

r 

The present Smti is stating : “In the case of the Sushuptatman 
He is Avyakrita (in an unmanifested form) ; from Him alone the 
world of duality is bom”. Besides, we can also cognize in our 
Intuitive Experience the fact that - “The state of Sushupti and 
die Avy'akritasthiti (unmanifested state) of Pralaya (dissolution of 
the world) are one and the same”. To wit, no one ever has or 
can have the experience of the type - “Sushuptatman exists in 
such and such a region or space and in such and such a time” ; 
for the Avyakritatman too who exists in Pralaya there does not 
exist any distinction or division caused by the time and space 
categories. Therefore, as stated in this Smti, it is proper to 
conclude that there does not exist any difference between 
Sushuptatman and Avyakritatman. It is reasonable indeed to aver 
that this Atman is called “Prajna”. For, ‘Prajna’ means Chaitanya 
(Pure Consciousness). It has already been shown on the valid 
evidence of Bhashya that - “Because Sushuptatman illumines this 
Avastha (deep sleep) by means of His very essence of Pure 
Corisciousness, it is proper to say that He is called ‘Prajna’.” It 
being so, the doubt to the effect - “How is it proper to call 
Sushuptatman who is unmanifest (Avyakrita) by the word ‘Prana’ 
which signifies manifestation ?” - remains unanswered. Further, 

f 

the other doubt that - “How can we reconcile the Smti statement 
that - ‘All the senses become one with Prana in the Sushupti 
state’ - with our Intuitive Experience ?” - also remains as it is 
unanswered. 

The purport of the solution provided by the Bhashyakara for 
these doubts is : Sushupti can be observed from two viewpoints. 
From the standpoint of those who are seeing a person sleeping, 
all the senses belonging to the sleeping person have ceased their 
respective functions and are remaining still ; it also appears that 
Prana (the vital force) alone as usual is carrying on its functions. 
Seen from this viewpoint, it amounts to saying that the vital force 
(Prana) of the Sushupta (sleeping person) is Vyakrita (manifest 
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alone). But the viewpoint of examining our own states of Con¬ 
sciousness of each one of us subjectively by our own Intuitive 
Experience standpoint is itself a superior criterion. For, then and 
then alone we d'rectly Intuit or cognize the experience of the 
essential nature of our Avasthas. When observed from this 
Intuitive Experience viewpoint, the experience of the type - “I 
am an embodied person, I am asleep now ; just now, though all 
my senses 'are not functioning, even so my Prana alone is car¬ 
rying on its functions incessantly” - is not there at all for the 
sleeping person ; in fact, then the identification with or ownership 
of our body, senses, mind etc. is totally extinct. Therefore, it is 
reasonable indeed to say that even for those who have identifi¬ 
cation with their bodies Prana is unmanifest in Sushupti. For this 
reason alone in Brihadaranyaka Upanishad (2-1-17) it is stated : 
“When this person is asleep, taking this consciousness (Vijnana) 
of the senses along with his consciousness of the Antahkarana 
(mind) he remains, exists in Hridayakasha (literally meaning, 
space within the heart), meaning Paramatman. When he with¬ 
draws those Karanas (i.e. Bahihkaiana and Antahkarana ) he is 
given the epithet - ‘Svapiti’ - meaning, existing unto Himself. 

Then Prana has Grihita (taken over or seized).”. Hence, it 

amounts to saying verily that - “In the Absolute sense, in Sushupti 
even the Vyakrita Prana (manifest vital force) has become extinct 
or one with Prajna who is the Avyakritatman”. Thus it has also 
been affirmed in the Koushitakibrahmanopanishad. It has 
already been mentioned that at the time of death Prana merges 
in Paramatman, is it not so ? Hence, it should necessarily be 
accepted that therein Prana remains as Avyakrita alone, is it not 
so ? 

THE REASON FOR WAKING UP FROM SUSHUPTI 

If a question is now posed to the effect - “Thus if Prana 
becomes unmanifest alone both in the deep sleep state and death, 
then how at all can the phenomena of - ‘once again waking up 
and attaining other bodies in future births’ - be reconciled ?” - 
then here in this context there is a secret that is to be reckoned. 
Even when the respective Upadhis (adjuncts) exist in the forms 
of Vaishwanara, Taijasa etc., in reality they all invariably exist 
totally pervaded or permeated by Paramatma Chaitanya (the Pure 
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Consciousness of the Supreme Self) alone. Just as although a slab 

of ice is completely pervaded by water alone it is given a 

separate, distinct name as ‘a slab of ice’ (in our empirical 

transactions), in the same manner although all the Upadhis which 

are of the characteristics of Anatman or not-Self are pervaded by 

Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) alone, for the sake of those 

people who are not capable of cognizing, Intuiting this truth all 

/ 

at once, the Sruti keeps on teaching in the manner : First, it 
accepts the phenomenon of Sopadhikatwa (association with an 
adjunct) being there from the Adhyardpa Drishti (viewpoint of 
deliberate superimposition) and then it reveals that the settled 
belief of the absence of any cognition of a second thing is due 
to the fact that in universal experiences like deep sleep, death, 
swoonings etc. everything has become one with the Paramatma- 
swarupa. Not knowing this secret the ignorant people believe that 
in the waking and in the dream the external world appears 
divided into different forms of things whereas in the deep sleep 
alone, exclusively, and especially, there does not appear any 
world of duality whatsoever. In reality, despite the truth that our 
essential nature of Pure, Absolute Being is ever of the nature of 
non-dual Pure Consciousness (Advitiya Chaitanya) - just as people 
are seeing water alone in the two distinct forms when they say 
- “In the sea in one region there is a mountain floating in the 
form of an iceberg” - similarly, although all of us ever exist in 
our essential nature of Pure Being alone, we believe that we are 
associated with a world of duality. This truth will become clearly 
discernible in the near future when we consider the commentary 
of the Srishti Karikas as well as later on while deliberating upon 
the commentary on Turiya Karikas. Let it be. From the stand¬ 
point alone of those people who believe that both in the waking 
and in the dream Atman is associated with the adjunct of a 

r 

manifest world of duality, the Sruti describes in the manner : 
(a) Just as in Pralaya, in the Sushupti too the manifest world 
exists in the (potential or latent) unmanifest seed form ; (b) and 
again - just as in creation and sustenance the world gets manifest 
once again - in the waking and in the dream the world gets 

f 

manifest. From this viewpoint alone the present Mandukya Sruti 
describes Prajna with details like - “He is Ekibhuta (has become 
unitary, non-dual) ; is Prajnanaghana (has become a solidified 
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lump of Pure Consciousness)” etc. It being so, there is no scope 
whatsoever for doubting in the manner - “If the Jiva becomes 
one with Prajna in Sushupti, what is the cause for him to wake 
up and to assume Jivatwa ?” For, although Jiva ever exists in 
the essential nature of Paramatman, the ignorant people are be¬ 
lieving in the manner - “We are Jivas” - in the waking and in 
the dream becuase of the association with the adjuncts miscon¬ 
ceived due to Avidya ; although in deep sleep there does not 
exist any adjunct whatsoever - because then they are not cognizing 
the truth that they actually exist in their own essential nature of 
Brahman - therein they believe that they are associated with 
Ajiiana (ignorance). 

HOW IS IT THAT PRAJNA IS SIGNIFIED 
BY THE WORD ‘PRANA’ ? 

Let it be ; from the reason mentioned above, it amounts to 
saying that in Sushupti really the Vyakrita Prana (manifested vital 
force) does not exist at all, is it not so ? If so, what is the reason 
for calling Prajna by the name ‘Prana’, who is Sushuptatman ? 
Unless and until a suitable, satisfying solution is given to this 
doubt, it does not amount to having given a proper answer at all 
to the question - “In the present Karika why is this name of 
‘Prana’ used at all ?” Hence that (solution) we will explain to 

r 

some extent now according to the Bhashya of Shri Sankara. 

r 

In the Chhandogya Sruti while clarifying the meaning of the 
sentence - “Tattwamasi” (“That thou art”) - which is the spiri- 

r 

tual instruction given by the father (Uddalaka) to his son Swetaketu 
- Jiva has been called ‘Manas’ and Prajna by the name ‘Prana’. 
The Upanishad (Chh. 6-8-2) states : “Just as when a person who 
has caught a bird ties a string to its body and is playing with 
it, tire bird flies about hither and thither and even if it flies far 
away (from him) to the extent the long string allows it, umble 
to free itself from the control of the string that is in that person’s 
hands, getting fatigued or defeated, out of despair finally it comes 
back to the starting point of the string held by the bird-catcher 
and sits on his hand - in the same way, Jiva, being tied down 
to the adjunct of his mind and having wandered about in the 
waking and in the dream wherever the mind roams about in all 
directions and finally in the Sushupti (deep sleep) takes refuge 
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in Sadbrahman alone called ‘Prana’ and attains Vishranti (quies¬ 
cence, tranquillity)”. The mind is an adjunct to the Jiva, while 
Prana is an adjunct to Sushuptatman - from this Vyavahara 
Drishti the Upanishad has called Jiva - ‘Manas’ and Brahman 
who is in Sushupti - ‘Prana’. Just as the bird is controlled, 
restricted by the string in the hands of the bird catcher, similarly 
Jiva is tied down to Paramatman’s Swarupa ; howevermuch the 
Jiva goes far away from Paramatman, he cannot exist apart from 
Paramatman ; finally, he has perforce to merge into the Paramatma 
Swarupa and attain peace, quietude. For, that essential nature of 
Pure Being-Consciousness-Bliss alone is his (Jiva’s) real, ultimate 
essence of Being - this truth the Sruti is expounding here with 
the help of an illustration. Anyway, here the name of Prana does 
not signify or refer to Vyakrita Prana (manifest vital force); in 
fact, it is another epithet for Prajna alone. On the strength of 
the Sruti Pramana (Upanishadic evidence) we should discern in 
this manner. 

SATKARYAVADA 

Now, we may endeavour to know the meaning of the 
Karika by analytical deliberation. We have by now understood 
that the Atman of the waking state really exists as Vishwa (or 
Vaishwanara), the dream Atman as Taijasa (or Hiranyagarbha) 
and the deep sleep Atman as Prajna (or Avyakritatman). The 
Karikakara (Shri Gaudapada) has begun to delineate as to how 
this Parameshwara (Supreme Lord) with names like Avyakritatman, 
Prajna or Prana brings about creation. 

The meaning of the first half of the verse is : Vishwa, 
Taijasa, Prajna - all these phenomena, being already in existence, 
come into being. If they are already existing, what exactly is the 
meaning for the statement - “They are bom again” ? No one 
reckons in the manner - “That which already exists - that alone 
is bom” ! This doubt may arise here in this context. The 
satisfactory solution for this is : Although they exist in their 
Paramarthaswarupa (essential nature of Pure, Absolute Being), 
then they do not exist in the Mayarupa (illusory forms) called 
‘Avidyakrita Nama Rupa’ (‘names and forms projected by igno¬ 
rance’). All these are already existing in a form without distinc¬ 
tion alone in Avyakritatman ; but at the time of creation, they 
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assume the illusory forms of names and forms projected by or 
conjured up by Avidya and manifest themselves. 

Any body may raise the question : “Even so, the Maya of 
‘names and forms’, which did not at all exist in the beginning, 
came into being, is it not so ?” Not so. For, after birth the 
Mayarupa manifests ; before birth this Maya exists in a Bija 
Rapa (seed form). That seed also exists having been projected, 
misconceived alone by Avidya. For, we have already stated 
that - “Atman ever exists in His own essential nature of Pure 
Being-Consciousness, as also the ignorant people only miscon¬ 
ceive in Him the creation or birth, sustenance and dissolution of 
the world”. When that which already existed as water, later on 
appeared in two distinct forms of water and foam, don’t we say 
that the foam which in the beginning existed in the form of water 
and later on manifested itself in the form of foam ? In the same 
way, this is to be understood. If we observe deeply, even now 
foam means water alone ; even so, in our empirical workaday 
transactions we distinguish in the manner - pure clear water, 
impure dirty foam, is it not so ? In the same manner, here in 
this context too in the beginning (i.e. before creation), Absolute, 
Pure Brahman of the very essence of Pure Existence (Sanmatra) 
alone existed ; after creation ensued, the three distinct forms 
called ‘Visliwa’, ‘Taijasa’, ‘Prajna’, which were caused by 
Namarupa Maya misconceived by Avidya, came into being. Just 
as water alone exists in the form of foam also, even when 
assuming the forms of Vishwa, Taijasa etc. their Paramarthaswarupa, 
viz. Shuddhatmaswarupa (very essence of Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness of Atman) exists as It is per se. Even so, we may plausibly 
transact in the manner - “Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna came into 
being” - from the viewpoint of Maya (illusion) of names''and 
forms which appear as projected or conjured up by Avidya. This 
very concept has been described in the Sruti in the manner : “In 
the beginning Brahman alone existed ; thereafter, Hiranyagarbha 
and Virat - these were bom”. Therefore, what has been stated 
viz. “Vishwa, Taijasa etc. which already existed came into be¬ 
ing” - is proper, justified. 

In this manner describing origination, birth is called ‘Sat- 

V 

karyavada’. Sankhyans also have used the nomenclature of 
Satkaryavada ; but their opinion or doctrine is not Yuktiyuta 
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(associated with reason, logic) ; for, in that Darshana (school of 
philosophy) its followers have used this nomenclature on the 
basis of a concept, dogma that - “Already existing Pradhana 
(primordial matter) itself got transformed or metamorphosed into 
forms like Mahat, Ahankara etc.” If an entity gets repeatedly 
transformed, then what is its real form ? - this question cannot 
be determined. It does not also appear to be acceptable if it is 
stated : “Pradhana, which is insentient, inert itself created by 
itself in different forms”. But in the Satkaryavada which the 
Vedantins acknowledged (and propound) such a defect does not 
exist whatsoever. For, in deep sleep Atman alone existing and He 
alone appearing in waking and dream, associated with a world 
(Saprapancha) - both these phenomena are in eveyone’s expe¬ 
rience indeed, and hence to say in the manner - “Atman alone 
is assuming various forms in this manner” - will surely be in 
consonance with universal experience. Thus, because when Atman, 
who was in the beginning Nishprapancha (devoid of the adjunct 
of the world), later on appears as Saprapancha (endowed with the 
adjunct of a world) there does not take place any mutation 
whatsoever in His essential nature and His originally existing 
Swarupa alone appears in His Karyavastha (created new state) - 
we have perforce to determine conclusively that’ the Upadhi 
(adjunct) of names and forms which appear in waking and dream 
or in Srishti (creation), Sthiti (sustenance) is invariably Maya 
alone, which is projected by ignorance (Avidyakalpita) - a mere 
false appearance alone. There is a phenomenon of the common 
people imagining a snake in a rope, water in a mirage out of 
misconception, is it not so ? Just as there exists every scope for 
people to imagine in objects like a rope, mirage - phenomena like 
snake, water, respectively, in the same way there exists invariably 
every scope for ignorant people (Avidyavantas, Ajnas) to miscon¬ 
ceive names and forms in Atman who is Pure, Absolute. This 
alone is called by Vedantins “Avidyakalpita Namarupa 
Mayabija”. Every one will have to admit, agree unavoidably that 
- “The snake etc. which are ‘bom’ from this Bija or seed do 
exist always in their true essential natures of rope etc.” ; for, 
without any real entity having been a substratum or support 
no Vikalpas (imagined things) whatsoever they may be - like 
snake etc. have been ever witnessed by anybody in this world. 
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Even the snake when it appears is verily, in essence, a rope 
only ; the mirage water even when it appears is verily, in 
essence, a sandy waterless desert indeed, is it not ? Therefore, 
that Aspada (substratum, support) in which a particular phenom¬ 
enon is imagined - that substratum [To wit, that entity on which 
there is superimposition or Adhyaropa - that entity as the sub¬ 
stratum is being called ‘Adhisthana’ ; this usage is in vogue in 
many present-day Vedantic texts. But Shri Sankara uses the word 
‘Adhisthana’ with the meaning of body, Ashraya (support) only ; 
the entity which is the substratum for Adhyaropa (superimposi¬ 
tion) he calls, to a large extent, ‘Aspada’ in his Bhashyas. 
Therefore, in this treatise we too have used the word ‘Aspada’ 
in this sense or with this meaning only] - existing in its essential 
nature alone - is bom from the Mayabija (illusory seed) of names 
and forms projected by Avidya [To wit, some Vyakhyanakaras 
(post-Sankara sub-commentators) have opined that - “Avidya 
itself is Maya ; the statement - ‘bom out of Mayabija’ - means 
that - ‘imaginary things are bom from Avidya or ignorance, 
which is Anirvachya (indefinable, indescribable). With regard to 
this interpretation - which is purely dogmatic - since it has no 

f 

support whatsoever of Sruti statements, Bhashya, Yukti and 
Anubhava, we have discarded it here as there is no need of its 
discussion or deliberation]. It is reasonable to accept this 
Satkaryavada. 

In this manner, from Prajna both Vishwa and Taijasa are 
bom by virtue of Avidyakrita Namarupa Mayabija ; to wit, it 
amounts to saying that one and one Paramatman alone ap¬ 
pears in three forms of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna. If we see 
from the macrocosmic viewpoint, because there is no entity 
whatsoever which is not subsumed by forms like Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna, there does not remain any object at all for creation. 
Therefore, - because it is taught that ‘Prana creates these three 
phenomena alone’, it amounts to having specifically indicated that 
- ‘He has created everything else.’ It should hence be understood 
that this fact alone has been explained in the second half of the 
verse. 

The statement - “Prana creates everything” - means that He 
causes the birth or coming into being of all phenomena of the 
forms of sentient and insentient things. In the Brihadaranyaka 


Agama Prakarana 


43 


(Madhyandina Recension 2-1-23) it has been stated that - “Just 
as a spider, without desiderating any other external cause as an 
aid, is bom in the form of a thread of its own saliva which is 
not something other than itself, and just as from a fire of one 
singular form many small sparks of fire fly off in all directions, 
in the same manner from this one Prajnatman the senses (Pranas) 
like Vak (speech) etc., the Lokas like Bhuhu, Bhuvaha, Svahaha 
etc., deities like Agni etc., all creatures (Bhutas) from Brahma to 
a blade of grass are bom in each and every Jiva as distinct 
Atmans who appear with different adjuncts in the forms of 
Vishwa, Taijasa etc.” According to this Sruti statement, this 
Pranatman alone creates the insentient gross things, the adjuncts 
of the sentient Jivas, the Jivas - all these appearing as distinct 
objects. Just as from the Sun thousands and thousands of light 
rays emanate, from this Pranatman various beings (Jivas) appear¬ 
ing in different bodies, like deities, human beings, inferior crea¬ 
tures etc. - all of them are bom. 

Although all these sentient and insentient (animate and 
inanimate) phenomena appear to be different, separate from Prana, 
in reality (in the Absolute sense) they are not different at all. Just 
as, though the Sun is one and one only, by virtue of various 
adjuncts of Jalashayas (water containers) hundreds of ‘watery 
Sims’ - meaning, reflections of the Sun - may appear to be 
different from him, in the same way these Jivas, by virtue of 
their different bodies as adjuncts, appear to be different or dis¬ 
tinct from Paramatman, as also mutually among themselves - they 
appear to be different. Even when they are appearing like that, 
just as all the Sun’s reflections appear depending upon the Sun 
alone, and further, in the ultimate analysis, apart from the Sun’s 
existence those reflections do not have any independent, separate 
existence at all - in the same way apart from this Prana neither 
any Jivas nor their Upadhis (adjuncts) exist in the least. All these, 
existing in the Pranatmarupa alone, appear to be different from 
Him, as also, among themselves, each appears different from the 
other. This teaching alone we have to discern from the Srishti 
Vacbana (statements pertaining to creation). Whatever things are 
bom, none of them exists whatsoever apart from the Prajna, who 
is the cause for everything ; even so, appearing as if all of them 
are different, their creation has taken place. 
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Meaning t (7-9) Some people who deliberate upon the 
subject-matter of creation reckon that creation is Vibhuti (mag¬ 
nificence, splendour) ; some others imagine that it is akin to 
dream and illusion ; those who are having a steadfast faith in 
creation opine that creation is Prabhu’s (the Lord’s) wish ; those 
who are deliberators on the topic of time reckon that creation is 
by Time ; some others say that creation is for enjoyment, while 
others think it is for sport, pastime. This is indeed the essential 
nature of the Divine Being. For the Aptakama (one who has 
obtained all that he wished), how can there be any desire ?” 

DIFFERENT OPINIONS ABOUT CREATION 

Creation is caused by Prajna ; the effect, existing in the 
beginning in the form of Prajna alone, later on It appears in 
Avidyakalpitamayarupa (an illusory form projected by Avidya). 
When actually the creation takes place, the Jivas are appear¬ 
ing in different forms ; while Intuitively deliberating upon 
each and every Jiva’s Swarupa (essence of Pure Being-Con¬ 
sciousness), if the three states of Consciousness are discerned, 
then from the viewpoints of the various states each and 
everyone of them can be divided into Vishwa, Taijasa and 
Prajna. Thus, although creation is appearing in various queer 
forms, in reality, all this is Paramatman alone ; but in the 
form It appears It is verily Maya (illusion) alone - this is the 
Karikakara’s opinion. In the statement - “Prabhavaha Sarva- 
bhavanam Satam” - meaning, “For all objects or phenomena 
which are already existing alone there is creation” - in this 
statement all this explanation mentioned above is implicit. In 
order to elaborate upon this teaching the opinions of others, in 
contrast, are being enumerated by Shri Gaudapada. 
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“Some people say that creation is Vibhuti (great might, 
superhuman power)”. Their opinion is that Parameshwara, the 
Lord Creator, in order to manifest His Vibhuti, creates the world. 
But some others do not accept this opinion. For, by showing His 
Mahima (glory or supremacy) to others there is no benefit ac¬ 
cruing, or purpose served, for Him ; nor is there any harm to 
Him by not showing His glory to others. ‘Kwara’ means not a 
Samsari (transmigratory being) like us, is it not so ? Like the 
unrefined or uncultured people why should He show off His 
Lordship or supremacy ? Apart from this, before the creation 
takes place there exists no one other than Iswara. To whom, shall 
we say, does He wish to show His Vibhuti and for that purport 
He creates ? Shall we say that to create in that manner is His 
Svabhava (essential nature) ? That too is not proper ; for, if it 
were so, He would have had to keep on creating indeed. These 
disputants may argue out in the manner : “In order to grant the 
fruits of Dharma (righteous actions) and Adhaima (unrighteous 
deeds) of Jivas, Iswara creates ; hence, when the Jivas’ Karmas 
become ripe enough, then He creates. Besides, is not Iswara, who 
is omniscient, independent ? How at all can we bind Him by 
clamping a restriction or stipulation of the type that - ‘He should 
always be creating ?” - But those who assert in this manner that 
He creates in relation to the Karmas of Jivas (Karmasapeksha), 
will have to give up the contention that creation is His Svabhava ; 
for, what is relative to or dependent upon another cannot be said 
to be ‘Svabhava’. Apart from this, those who say that ‘Iswara 
is merely Nimitta Karana (an efficient cause) for the world and 
that He wishes to exhibit His Vibhuti and thereby for that 
purpose He creates’ - if these disputants contend that - “Because 
this world of duality is an effect, just as for effects like a clay 
pot and pitcher etc. a potter who is endowed with Shakti (strength, 
power) and Jnana (knowledge, intelligence) is a pre-requisite 
cause, similarly for this world (an effect) an efficient cause of 
an Iswara, who is Sarvajna (omniscient), Sarvashakta (omnipo¬ 
tent), is necessary” - on the basis of inferential logic, then by 
that very token of inferential logic it will have to be conjectured 
perforce that - ‘Just as the potter has a body and desire for 
enjoyment, in the same way iswara too will have to possess these 
(Upadbis) ! . As otherwise, if one seeks to establish Iswara’s ex- 
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istence on the strength of Sruti Pramana like the Prashnopanishad 
statement - (6-3) : “(Iswara) reflected and saw” - then because 
other Sruti statements like - “I will become many”, “I will be 
bom in the form of the world” - (Taittiriya, Chhanddgya) - say 
that - ‘Iswara mentally resolved’ - and thereby it will have to 
be accepted perforce that - “Iswara is not merely the efficient 
cause (Nimitta Karana) but also the material cause (Upadana 
Karana)”. In that doctrine, because Iswara Himself became (got 
transformed, metamorphosed as) the world, it amounts to saying 
that apart from Him there does not exist anything whatsoever and 
then this argument of ‘ Vibhutikhyapanapaksha ’ (avowing, pro¬ 
claiming Iswara’s Vibhuti) will crumble. 

Thus even after this doctrinaire theory that Iswara, the Lord 
Creator, in order to proclaim (Khyapana) His Vibhuti (glory, 
supremacy), brings about creation (of the world of duality), there 
still remains another kind of Vibhuti. theory to be considered 
here. To wit, those who used to accept Sankhyans’ Pradhana 
were arguing in the manner : “Pradhana or Prakriti, without any 
dependence upon or aid from Iswara, by itself gets transformed 
into the form of the world. By virtue of showing in various ways 
its Vibhuti, Prakriti provides Bhoga (enjoyment) and Moksha 
(Liberation), which are called Purushartha (the ultimate goal of 
human existence) to Purushas (selves).” This was the Sankhyans’ 
doctrine, which is refuted in the Brahma Sutras. To an inert, 
insentient Pradhana there cannot possibly be a desire accruing to 
provide Bhoga and Moksha to Purushas. Besides, to say that an 
insentient (Achetana) thing without the help of a sentient being 
(Chetana Vastu) by itself transforms itself in order to proclaim 
its Vibhuti - is opposed to Lokanubhava (universal experience). 
For, no one has ever seen either a cart, without there being a 
bullock or a cart-driver, by itself moving ; nor clay, without the 
help of a potter as also in the absence of the wheel, stick etc., 
by itself getting transformed into various forms of pot, pitcher, 
etc. This doctrine is, in addition, opposed to the Sruti ; for, the 
Srutis are teaching that Brahman Himself created the world. They 
are further teaching that He Himself became Murtavastu (things 
with forms) and Amurtavastu (things without forms), Chetana 
Bhava (sentient beings) and Achetana Bhava (insentient things), 
Satya Bhava (really existing entities) and false appearances. 
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In this manner, the Srishti Chintakas (thinkers of creation) 
have variously conceived thier respective doctrines. For those 
Vivekins or Intuitive deliberators, who are ratiocinating about the 
Paramartha Tattwa (the Ultimate, Absolute non-dual Reality), this 
query : “How at all did this creation take place ?” - has no 
meaning whatsoever. For, irrespective of the fact that whether it 
is assumed that Iswara is the efficient cause alone for the world 
or actually He got Himself transformed into the world - no 
doctrine can ever possibly remain Nirdushta (irrefutable or invio¬ 
lable) at all. 

f 

Although on the face of it the Sruti may apparently seem 
to state that - ‘Iswara gets transformed into the form of the 
world’ - that statement is not in consonance with either Yukti 
(reasoning), or other Sruti teachings. In fact, this former is 
completely in contrast to these latter two aspects. In the first 
instance, this doctrinaire theory is opposed to Yukti in that : If 
it is said that Iswara gets transformed (Parinama), it amounts to 
saying that He is made up of parts (Savayava) and non-etemal 
(Anitya), like clay, gold etc. Because of the component parts of 
a thing getting less and less in number progressively, things get 
destroyed, is it not so ? If it is contended that Iswara, associated 
with a subtle state of the dualistic world, is Himself getting 
transformed - it amounts to saying that Iswara always exists 
being associated with names and forms ; then, in that event, the 
transformation of names and forms is verily Iswara’s transforma¬ 
tion and thereby it amounts to accepting that the defects of these 
names and forms are those of Iswara alone. Further, if it is 
argued that Iswara in His pure form (Shuddha Rupa) does not 
get transformed but His special qualities or characteristics 
(Visheshanas) only get transformed, then it amounts to saying 
that Iswara is not at all a cause (for the creation of the world). 
Thus it amounts to saying that Iswara Parinama Vada (theory of 
Iswara’s transformation) is opposed to Yukti. 

Secondly, this doctrinaire concept is opposed to Sruti teach¬ 
ing also. To wit : ^ - (Brihadaranyaka 2-5- 

19), meaning : “Parameshwara by virtue of magical, mystic 
powers is appearing as if He is endowed with many forms” ; 
owing to misconceptions people are reckoning Parameshwara to 
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be of various kinds of world forms - thus the Sruti is very clearly 
declaring. Therefore, in the sense of Iswara becoming the Jagat, 
the statement that - “Iswara creates the Jagat” - is Mayamatra 
(mere false appearance) indeed. 

THIS IS SIMILAR TO SVAPNA (DREAM) AND MAYA 
(MAGICAL, ILLUSORY) - THUS SOME WHO KNOW THE 

TATTWA IMAGINE 

This alone is the correct, proper concept. For, in the Srutis 
(Upanishads) too it has been taught, expounded in this manner 
alone. This fact will be more elaborately explained in the third 
Prakarana. The benefit that accrues in conceiving that this is 
Maya, Svapna - is : Just as by scrutinizing either Maya or the 
reality of the dream there is no worthwhile fruit whatsoever 
accruing, in the same way by ratiocinating upon the question - 
“How at all this creation took place, and why it was caused ?” 
- no fruit whatsoever is ever possibly attained. But by Intuitively 
deliberating upon questions like : “Which is that real substrate 
for this Maya ?” ; “Which is that Satyam (Ultimate Reality) 
which is the substratum for the false appearances seen in the 
dream ?” - there is a great benefit. To wit, let us suppose that 
a magician throws up a rope-ladder, holding a weapon in hand 
appears to climb up that rope-ladder and vanishes into thin air 
without being seen by anybody. Further, if he creates an impres¬ 
sion among all of us that he is having a duel with some one and 
eventually falls down being cut into pieces and once again if he 
appears to gather himself up and rise up - then by deliberating 
upon the question - “What is the secret of that magic ?” - with 
all enthusiasm, is there any benefit accruing to us at all ? No. 
Therefore, becoming indifferent in this matter and feeling - “All 
this is verily Maya alone” - the wise people will attempt to find 
out the answer to the worthwhile question : “Where is the real 
magician ?” In the same way, we will not bother about the task 
of deliberating upon questions like : “Which were all the things 
or phenomena that appeared to us in Svapna or dream ?” or 
“How did those appearances come into being ?” We will discard 
the consideration of the dream appearances thinking in the man¬ 
ner - “All (hose phenomena seen are not real ; in the dream I 
alone existed but all else was a false appearance” - and deter- 
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mine that - “All those false appearances merely appeared in our 
singular essential nature of Pine Being alone.” Is it not so ? 

Just like these illustrations only we must reckon creation 
too. Just as the Mayavi (magician) threw up a rope-ladder and 
holding a weapon in hand climbed it up and having conjured up 
a vision as if he had a duel with some one and later made it 
appear that his enemies cut up his body and its pieces fell to the 
ground - and the magician made all this to appear merely 'as a 
phantasmagoria, in the same way we must discern in the case of 
Darshtrantika (the illustrated case). The three states of waking, 
dream and deep sleep are, like the rope-ladder of the illustration, 
mere appearances ; Vishwa, Taijasa, Prajha - these appearances 
of various forms of Atman which are seen along with Upadhis 
of the three states, respectively, are, like the Mayavi who was 
on the rope-ladder, mere false appearances only. This alone we 
call by the name of Prapancha (world) which is ‘created’. All 
this creation is a mere appearance seen just like a magical show 
or a dream. In that case, what is the reality behind this ? To wit, 
the magician, without actually being any of those appearances 
which he conjured up before us, was standing on the ground 
indeed by our side remaining as he was, is it not so ? In the 
same way, our Paramarthaswarupa Atman, without being either 
these states of waking, dream and deep sleep or these Vishwa, 
Taijasa and Prajna which appear within them, respectively, is of 
an essential nature of Pure, Absolute Being-Consciousness quite 
different or distinct from all those queer forms. We must divine 
that He, who caused or brought about ‘creation’, is Himself the 
Pure, Absolute Reality behind all these appearances. 

But those people who have staunchly believed or deter¬ 
mined that creation is absolutely real have imagined it in various 
ways. To wit, some proponents have imagined, believed that - 
“Parameshwara is Sarvashakta (omnipotent). Satyasankalpa (what¬ 
ever He wishes, it occurs then and there) ; therefore, by that 
Prabhu’s (Lord’s) Itchhamatra (mere wish) alone all this creation 
has taken place ; His mere wish alone is enough for the creation 
of the world ; no other accessory or material is needed at all by 
Him.” Some others are ‘Kalachintakas’ ! In their opinion, all 
this world has come into being by virtue of Time alone. ‘Birth’ 
means - ‘What was not existing in the past time appears in the 
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present time’ - is it not so ? For any thing or any creature to 
be bom sufficient time limit is needed ; a seed sprouting, grow¬ 
ing as a sapling, giving out its foliage, finally bearing flowers 
and fruits - all these events take place in their stipulated times 
alone. People have believed that things last for certain durations 
of time. Therefore, becasue all things being bom in time, last for 
a duration in time and eventually get destroyed in time alone - 
it evolves that Time alone is the cause for everything. Thus the 
Kalachintakas opine. Even this theory cannot stand against the 
onslaught of reason, logic. For, let it be any object, plant or 
creature ; for their birth, time alone is not the singular cause. For 
a plant, only if there are other accessories like a seed, fertile 
ground, manure, water - then only it is having a ‘birth’ ; simi¬ 
larly, for creatures too those relevant different conditions and 
causes become necessary. Therefore, we are constrained to say 
that time is, in fact, Sadharanakaranamatra (a mere ‘common 
cause’) only. 

Some people think that Iswara creates for His own Bhogartha 
(purpose of enjoyment) or for the sake of the creatures’ Bhogartha ; 
some others opine that He creates for the purpose of Krida 
(sport). But will it be proper to say that just as people construct 
a house or a farm etc. for their enjoyment, in the same way 
Iswara constructs this world and then enjoys the objects in 
them ? All the Iswaravadins (people who acknowledge the 
doctrine of a Lord Creator) agree and aver that ‘Iswara’ means 
Sarvaswatantra (totally, absolutely independent), Nityatmpta (eter¬ 
nally satiated) only. It being so, how is it possible to imagine as 
to which desire for any enjoyment He has at all ? If we imagine 
anything in that manner, then it will amount to saying that before 
the creation Iswara, without having any enjoyment, was discon¬ 
tented, meaning - He was ‘Anishwara’ (not a Lord). Is it not 
so ? Therefore, this theory too is not proper. 

In the same manner, the concept that - Iswara creates for 
Kridartha (purport of sport) - also will not be in consonance 
with Yukti (reason). Just like children, to say that - ‘In order to 
get rid of ennui or boredom Iswara has cast this game of 
creation’ - will not be proper. For, if we imagine like that, then 
we will have to discard the acknowledgement that He is a 
Sarvajna (omniscient), Nityatrupta (eternally contented). We can- 
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not also argue in the manner that - “Just like great wealthy 
people, kings and highly-cultured people etc. also, without ex¬ 
pecting any material benefit, merely for recreation indulge in 
sport or hiking, why should not Iswara indulge in creation (for 
recreation).” For, even in the case of such big wealthy people 
there exists invariably some sort of a benefit or purpose which 
we may not be able to discern all of a sudden. The wise people 
utter a maxim that - “Without expecting any benefit or purpose, 
not even an idiot engages himself in any activity.” Even so, can 
it not be contended that for the sake of those Jivas who are yet 
to be created, Iswara brings about this creation ? But there will 
always be counter-arguments of the type - “Before creation 
which Jivas are there ? For whose sake is He creating ?” 
Although this theory may seem to be proper from the Vyavaharik 
viewpoint of assuming the distinctions of Jivas, the gross insen¬ 
tient things and Iswara, those people who have begun this search 
of finding out the truth or veracity of creation - if they, at the 
outset or prior to their deliberation itself, assume distinctions of 
Jivas, Iswara etc. - it would not be quite a rational approach. 

Anyone may ask : “Because it has been mentioned in the 

r _ 

Sastras that Iswara creates the world, we can assume it to be so, 
is it not so ?” - There is no defect whatsoever in assuming in 
that manner by those who have complete faith in the Sastra. The 
statement that - “Parameshwara, on account of His wish or desire 
of the type - ‘Let the Jivas attain the enjoyment of the fruits 
according to their Karmas !’ - creates” - is agreeable ; it is true 
that it is a satisfactory answer meant for the middle-order seekers. 
But, even then, if it is surmised that - “Iswara, in order to 
dispense or grant Karmaphalas to Jivas or realizing that for their 
sake it is proper to provide their objects of enjoyment, creates” 
- then we will be constrained to assume that - “Just as the 
parents for the sake of their children try to provide toys, prop¬ 
erties, money and make proper arrangements for their education 
etc., similarly Iswara for the sake of Jivas attempts to provide all 
desired facilities by means of His creation.” Then in that event, 
just as there will be necessarily Pravartaka Doshas (defects of 
instigating, prompting) of the type of love and attachment to¬ 
wards the children on the part of parents, similarly we will have 
to imagine that in Iswara too such defects exist. Apart from this, 
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that Sastra which says that - “Iswara creates the world” - is itself 
propounding in the manner - “That Brahman alone thou art”; 
“All this is verily Brahman” etc. also. Therefore, it amounts to 
saying that apart from Parameshwara neither there exists any 
world whatsoever nor any Jivas, is it not so ? In that argument 
in some people there may even arise a doubt of the type - “Why 
should Iswara create at all ?” Hence, although the various con¬ 
cepts pertaining to time, fortune, enjoyment, sport etc. may, to 
some extent, explain the tenet of creation, it is not possible to 
assert that they are satisfactory answers or solutions in all aspects 
to this question of creation. 

Therefore, it is not possible to imagine that Iswara who is 
Aptakama (one who has all his desires fulfilled) has any kinds 
of desires, wishes whatsoever. This is, in fact, that Paramatman’s 
Svabhava (essential nature) alone ; the creation of the type - 
“Paramatman appears as this form of Jagat” - is part and parcel 
of the Vastusvabhava (essential nature of the Ultimate Reality), 
thus Shri Gaudapada has propounded. 

Here in this context, what exactly is meant by Svabhlva 
is to be deliberated upon in some detail. If we interpret this word 
in the manner - “For Iswara creating is itself a Svabhava or 
essential nature” - then it will amount to saying that Iswara will 
have perforce to be always carrying on creation ; for, the essen¬ 
tial nature of a Vastu (entity) can never change. Apart from this, 

when we observe from the Paramartha Drishti or Absolute view- 

• • 

point - everything is verily Brahman, apart from Paramatman 
there does not exist anything else whatsoever. Therefore, the 
sentence - “This is Paramatman’s Svabhava” - we have to 
understand in the manner : Although rope etc. exist as they are, 
just as on account of people’s Avidyasvabhava they appear as 
something else - to wit, because of not reckoning it to be a rope 
it appears as a snake - similarly a sea-shell appears as silver, the 
clear sky appears as polluted, the desert as a mirage - all these 
invariably appear differently due to Aviveka (a lack of discrimi¬ 
nation) only. In the same way, because people are not able to 
cognize the truth that all this is Paramatman alone, this phenom¬ 
enon in front of them is appearing as the world. It is quite but 
natural for unknown or unrecognized things to appear as different 
combinations or conglomerations, is it not so ? In the same way, 
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it is but natural that unknown Paramatman too appears in the 
form of the manifold world. This alone is the import of the 
sentence mentioning ‘Svabhava’. 

So far it amounts to our having commented upon the 
Upanishad statement pertaining to Prajna - “For the Bhutas or 
creatures He alone is the source of origination and dissolution.” 
It is also tantamount to affirming here that the creation that is 
brought about by Paramatman is not Paramartha (absolutely real) 
but it is a false appearance seen by those who do not have 
Atmajriana. This alone is called Maya Satkatyavada (the theory 
of magical creation by Paramatman). This will be explained in 
the forthcoming Prakaranas. 

IV TURIYA KARIKAS 

^RT:TT5t ^ ^ ^ HIHdH, I 

R R fa*fa: IIV»II 

Meaning : “(Turlya is) not that which cognizes the 
internal (objects), not that which cognizes the external (ob¬ 
jects), not what cognizes both of them, not a mass of cogni¬ 
tion, not cognitive, not non-cognitive. (It is) unseen, incapable 
of being spoken of, ungraspable, without any distinctive marks, 
unthinkable, unnameable, the essence of the knowledge of the 
one Self, that into which the world is resolved, the peaceful, 
the benign, the non-dual, such, they think, is the fourth 
quarter. He is the Self, He is to be Known.” 

3&T: fag: n*oii 

Meaning : (10) “Here these verses are to be found : Turya 
(the fourth) is the Isana (Lord) for removing all miseries, He is 
the Prabhu (Master), imperishable, the non-dual Reality who 
exists in all phenomena, Deva (brilliant Deity), said to be Vibhu 
(all-pervading Entity).” 

TURIYA ATMAN IS NON-DUAL 

So far we have explained the purport of six Mantras of the 
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Upanishad. Now in order to indicate the purport of the seventh 
Mantra some Karikas are begun, meaning - 

“Here these following verses are to be found” - this phrase is 
used to indicate that from hereon another Prakarana (topic) has 
begun. In the Upanishad Mantra the three epithets used, viz. 
Vaishwanara, Taijasa and Prajna - are meant for signifying the 
‘three quarters’ ( Padas , literally meaning footprints) of Paramatman. 
It should be discerned that one and the same Sakshi who exists 
in all the three states is being called by those names. Although 
the Upadhis or adjuncts are classified as Sthula (gross), Sukshma 
(subtle), Karana (causal), Paramatman is one and one alone ; in 
this seventh Mantra His real essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness which is Nirupadhika (devoid of any adjuncts 
whatsoever) has been enunciated. The three quarters (Padas) like 
Vishwa, Taijasa etc. have been mentioned only as a device for 
signifying this Absolute essence of Pure Being-Consciousness 
(Paramarthaswarupa) ; in the Sruti this Swarupa alone has been 
called ‘Brahma’ and ‘Omkara’. If this much teaching is remem¬ 
bered, the purport of the present Karika will become clear. Turya 
(For all the words like Turya, Turiya, Chaturtha - the meaning 
is ‘fourth’ alone) - this Paramarthatman (Absolute Self) - who 
is said to be the fourth because He is apart from these three 
imagined forms - Ishana, Prabhu (Lord, Master) for removal 
of all miseries ; because in Him there do not exist any adjuncts 
which are conjured up by Avidya, merely by cognizing this 
Swarupa all miseries (of Samsara ) will vanish once for all. 
Without knowing Him - never at all will the Samsaraduhkha be 
eliminated, got rid of. The Sruti statement to the effect - “When 
it is possible to roll up the sky (empty space) like a sheet of 
leather, without cognizing this Deity, Divinity the Duhkha may 
come to an end !” - (Shwetashwatara 6-20) - is mentioned with 
this purport only. 

There is no scope for anyone to doubt in the manner : 
“Vishwa, Taijasa, Prajna - are these not different forms of this 
Paramatman ? If so, by them does not misery get destroyed ?” 
For, Vishwa and Taijasa are Witnesses (Sakshi) for both Sukha 
and Duhkha. Because Prajna is the cause for everything, we have 
to discern that He is the cause even for Duhkhadarshana (wit- 
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nessing act of misery). Especially Prajna in that condition (state) 
is verily Anandamaya (of the very essence or embodiment of 
Bliss) ; even so, there is a ‘probability’ of His giving scope for 
Duhkha to appear in the forms of Vishwa and Taijasa. These 
latter two - though they are witnesses of Sukha also, there is 
emaciation, destruction for this Sukha and there also exists a 
Duhkha signifying that - “There is a greater Sukha than this.” 
Therefore, all the three quarters called Vishwa, Taijasa, Prajna 
have been reckoned here as ‘Duhkha’ alone. One who removes 
or destroys all those Duhkhas is verily this Turiyatman. For, to 
those who have cognized, Intuited the truth that - “This Turiya 
is Himself the essential nature of Pure Being of those forms of 
Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna” - the Intuitive Experience of the 
type that - “Turiyatman is verily Nityanivruttaduhkha (of the very 
essence of being eternally rid of misery), Nityanandaswarupa (of 
the essential nature of eternal, perennial Bliss)” - becomes crystal 
clear. 

He (i.e. Turiyatman) is ‘Avyaya’ (devoid of emaciation) ; 
not only because He has got rid of forms like Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna, but also because this - His Anandaswarupa exists 
perennially forever, without undergoing any change ; for this 
reason also it is said : “He is a Prabhu (Lord, Master) who is 
responsible for the removal of all Duhkhas (miseries).” The 
reason for this His Swarupa being ‘Avyaya’ is because He is 
Nirvikara (immutable) ; because He is without any parts 
( Niravayava ) in Himself intrinsically, there is no possibility what¬ 
soever of any change taking place. In that case, if it is contended 
that due to an external cause He may possibly be transformed, 
changed - then it is reconciled by saying that - “He is Advitiya 
(non-dual) ; He is without anything second to Him.” The word 
‘Advitiya’ does not mean that He is one, solitarily alone ; it 
means - ‘He is Vibhu or supreme, He alone exists everywhere’. 
He is Deva (divine, self-effulgent) - not with a Swarupa, which 
has to be illumined by another entity. Although here a meaning 
for each and every special characteristic that has been mentioned 
in the Mantra has been given, the quintessence that has to be 
grasped from the Mantra has been clarified - this fact we have 
to keep in mind. 
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'+l4+K u M«fii fantaui I 

W : c w<. u i«i*«i i») ^ Iu«ku HtUI 

Meaning : “It is being accepted that those Vishwa and 
Taijasa are bound by cause and effect categories ; but Prajna 
is bound by cause only. Both these do not exist in Turya at 
all.” 

THE CATEGORIES OF SAMANYA (GENERA) AND VISHESHA 
(SPECIES, PARTICULARS) AMONG VISHWA ETC. 

In their essential nature of Pure Being all the three of 
Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna are verily Turiyatmans. In that nature 
of theirs there dees not exist any special or particular features 
whatsoever. But by virtue of the forms which appear to exist due 
to association with respective Upadhis projected by Avidya, Sliri 
Gaudapada is expounding here a traditional methodology involv¬ 
ing the categories of Samanya (genera) and Vishesha (species, 
particulars) with a view to teaching the Ultimate, Absolute Re¬ 
ality ( Tattwa ) of Turiyatman. If observed deeply (Intuitively), 
Turiyatman alone is Nityasiddha Padartha (eternally existing Entity 
or Reality). Since there do not exist any particular or special 
characteristics in His essential nature of Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness, it is not at all possible to signify Him by means of any 
special features whatsoever ; because those seekers of the highest 
calibre or qualifications cognize Him merely on the basis of 
Agama (traditional and Sastraic method of teaching the Ultimate 
Reality of Paramatman), there does not arise any need of any 
device whatsoever to indicate, or instruct about, Atmatattwa. For 
that reason alone, in the Upanishad by the system of Agama 
exclusively - to wit, by sublating all the different superimposi¬ 
tions of the type of - “He is not Antahprajna (inwardly con¬ 
scious), etc.” - alone this Chaturthatman (the fourth Atman or 
Absolute, Supreme Self) has been taught. In spite of this, for the 
sake of Alpaprajnas (people with mediocre intelligence), utilizing 
the Padatrayas (three quarters of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna), 
which are Kalpita (deliberately superimposed merely for the purpose 
of teaching the subtle entity of Atman beyond all mundane, 
empirical phenomena), as the doorways (means or a device) and 
by adopting a traditional methodology called ‘Anvaya’ (agree- 
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ment) - ‘Vyatireka’ (pointing out features in which there is 

disagreement) Krama (system) the Absolute Reality has to be 

taught. Now it is a fact of life that common people out of a 
delusion (Bhranti) misconceive a rope to be a snake, or a crevice 
in the ground or a streak of water etc. in poor light or visibility, 
is it not so ? Making those very misconceptions as the basis for 
a pedagogic device, utilizing the methodology or system of 

‘Anvaya’ and ‘Vyatireka’, the essential nature of a rope can be 

made known. To wit : “This object might also be a snake, also 
a crevice in the ground, or a streak of water too. If it were really 
a streak of water it should have actually flown further down ; 
because that is not the case, it cannot be a streak of water. If 
it were a snake, there should have necessarily appeared on one 
side a hood or head and on the other side a tail ; since this too 
is not a fact, it cannot also be truly a snake. Hence, it appears 
to be a crevice in the ground indeed.” and so on. In this maimer 
by collating the common features (genera) among those various 
imaginary phenomena as well as in contrasting the different 
characteristics that appear to exist in each one of them, at least 
the person, who is having or entertaining several doubts as to 
what that phenomenon in front of him could be,, will be able to 
minimise his misconceptions. In the same way, in the present 
context too in order to help the Jijnasus (seekers) to derive the 
Intuition of the Absolute Reality by means of teaching the 
Samanya-Vishesha Bhava as applied to the deliberately super¬ 
imposed forms of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna, these Karikas are 
begun. 

“VISHWA AND TAIJASA (ATMANS) ARE BOUND 
BY EFFECT AND CAUSE CATEGORIES” 

Karya (effect) means what is a resultant fruit ; Karana 
(cause) means what is efficient to bring about that effect. In the 
present context Karana means ‘not having known’ alone. For all 
the three - Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna - Tattwagrahana (not 
having cognition of the Reality) - such a Karana is Samana 
(common) to all the three. Because the common run of people 
have not cognized, Intuited the Ultimate, Absolute Reality of 
Turiya alone, they have misconceived in (superimposed upon) 
Turiyatman the various (apparent) forms of Vishwa, Taijasa and 
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Prajiia, is it not so ? If we see from the really real viewpoint 
of the Tattwa (Absolute Reality of Pure Witnessing Conscious¬ 
ness), Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajiia are not at all three different 
forms ; all these three are indeed the Turiya (fourth i.e. Absolute, 
Transcendental) non-dual Atman alone. Therefore, the Karana of 
the type of Tattwagrahana (not having cognized the Reality) is 
common to all the three forms. In fact, this root cause of 
Tattwagrahana is itself - from the Paramarthik viewpoint - the 
originating (sprouting) seed form of Anyathagrahana (wrong 
knowledge or misconception) of the type of reckoning the Ab¬ 
solutely real Turiya or Atman to be (something other than what 
It really is as) Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajiia, which are found with 
special characteristics. 

Because it is stated that - ‘Agrahana is the seed, Anyatha¬ 
grahana is the resultant fruit’ - there is a possibility of miscostruing 
it to mean, just as the seed sprouts and grows into a tree and 
then gives out fruits, in the same manner, that Agrahana has 

f 

given rise to Anyathagrahana. For thfit reason alone, Shri Sankara 
has in this context written his Bhashya in the manner : "uTqiata«Jl*r- 

(hPhtIH,” - meaning : “The seed of the nature 
of ‘not cognizing the Reality’ is itself the Nimitta or cause for 
being Prajiia, is it not so ?” Just as not cognizing it to be a rope 
is itself the cause for misconceiving that entity alone to be a 
snake, in the same manner to reckon (misconceive) Pure, Abso¬ 
lute Atman Himself to be ‘Prajiia’, ‘Jagatkarana (the cause, the 
seed form for the world of duality)’ - the absence of the Intuitive 
Knowledge of, or not being able to cognize, Atmaswarupa is 
itself the Nimitta (root cause). Therefore, it has been stated : 
“Prajiia is Karanabaddha (bound by being a Karana or 
cause)”. But in the case of Vishwa and Taijasa, especially, not 
only ‘not knowing or cognizing the Atmatattwa’ is there but also, 
in addition, there is scope for misconceiving Him alone to be of 
the form of another - to wit, ‘He is Vishwa with Sthula Upadhi’ 
and ‘He is Taijasa with Sukshma Upadhi’ - called ‘Anyatha¬ 
grahana’ in Vedantic parlance. This is a special feature here. 
Thus, the category of cause called ‘Agrahana’ is the common fea¬ 
ture for all the three forms, viz. Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajiia ; but 
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for Vishwa and Taijasa, in addition, there exists the special 
feature of having Anyathagrahana also. 

To a query that - “If it is affirmed that both Vishwa and 
Taijasa are bound by Karana and Karya, then it amounts to 
saying that both of them are associated with the same, common 
Upadhi ! If so, how at all can one distinguish and discern in the 
manner - ‘This one is Vishwa, this one is Taijasa’ - ? ” - we 
have already given an answer. By virtue of His Sthula Upadhi 
one is Vishwa and by virtue of His Sukshma Upadhi one is 
Taijasa - these two (Atmans) do possess these distinctive features 
and hence it is quite possible to distinguish their features and 
thereby it is quite possible to distinguish between them. Since 
both those Upadhis appear due to Anyathagrahana alone, the 
teaching that both of them are ‘ Karyakaranabaddha 9 (bound by 
effect and cause categories) is proper indeed. Thus the conception 
of the distinctions of Vishwa and Taijasa is also mooted from the 
waking standpoint alone ; in the ultimate analysis (considered 
from the Absolute Intuitive viewpoint) the decision of the type 
- “Between the two there does not exist any distinctive charac¬ 
teristic whatsoever” - taken on the basis of a subtler or superior 
viewpoint, has been deduced by the Karikakara (Shri Gaudapada) 
in the second Prakarana, and hence that topic may be discussed 
threadbare in that context only. 

Here it should not be doubted in the manner : “Tattwagrahana 
means Abhava (the concept of a non-existent thing) of the type 
of - ‘not having cognized a thing’ ; now, how at all can this non¬ 
entity be surmised as a cause ? How can it be proved that Prajna 
etc. are bound by such an Abhava ?” It is not at all the intention 
or purport of this Karika to teach that - “Agrahana is, in reality 
or actuality, a seed” (taking its literal meaning) and “Prajna is 
bound by that.” We have already stated that Prajna means 
Parameshwara who is the Jagatkarana (cause for the world). The 
statement that - “Just as due to the cause of not having cognized 
the reality in the manner - ‘This is verily a rope’ - that uncognized, 
unknown rope itself appears as a snake, in the same manner 
because we have not cognized in the manner - ‘This is Nitya - 
shuddhabuddhamukta (eternally Pure, Conscious and Liberated) 
Paramatman alone - that unknown Paramatman Himself is ap¬ 
pearing as Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna ; from the standpoint of 
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Pramatru - who, in turn, appears from the waking viewpoint - to 
aver that Sushuptatman is Karanabaddha while Jagratatman and 
Svapnatman are both Karyakaranabaddha” - is also justifiably 
correct. This subtle teaching will shortly be clarfied in full 
detail: When it is said that - “Parameshwara is a cause for the 
world (Jagatkarana)” - it is meant that - “Just as the rope itself 
appears as the snake, Parameshwara Himself appears in the form 
of the Jagat” - alone. To the question that - “In that case, in 
reality, or actually, the creation of the manifold world has not 
taken place at all, is it not so ?” - we have already provided a 
satisfactory answer. If the seeker deliberates on the explanation 

given for the Karikavakyas - - (1-7) ; - 

(1-9) - this becomes clear and comprehensible. In the 
near future too we will provide an elaborate solution for this 
doubt. 

TURlYATMAN IS DEVOID OF THE TAINT, 

BLEMISH OF AVIDYA 

So far we have explained the methodology of applying the 
concepts of Samanya (genera) and Vishesha (species, particulars) 
among Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna. Now let us endeavour to 
cognize the essential nature of Turiyatman. The statement that - 
“Both these are not established to exist in Turiya” - means either 
the concept of seed ( Bijabhava ) called Agrahana (non-comprehen-, 
sion) or the concept of resultant fruit ( Phalabhava ) called 
Anyathagrahana (misconception) is not established to exist in 
Atman, who is the fourth (relatively). Because Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajfia - all these three forms (appearances) are superimposed 
upon Paramatman Himself who is Pure, Absolute (non-dual), 
‘Shuddhatman’ alone is called ‘the fourth’ (in relation to the 
three) ; but in the absolute sense, it should be reckoned that in 
actuality the intension is not that Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna are 
three (in number) and Turya, who is alongside those three, is the 
fourth. Just as the Dharmas (distinctive characteristics) of the 
misconceived forms like a snake, a crevice in the ground or a 
streak of water etc. do not in the least taint or tarnish the real 
rope, which is the common substrate (Aspada) for them, in the 
same manner the bondage or binding of both Karya and Karana 
concepts does not touch or taint Turyatman. 
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A DOUBT : HOW CAN THERE BE AVIDYABANDHA FOR 
VISHWA, TAIJASA AND PRAJNA ? 

Now yet another doubt : It has been previously stated that 
Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna are the epithets given to Paramatman 
alone due to the distinctions of the Upadhis (adjuncts). It being 
so, here in this context the statement that - “Prajna is Karanabaddha, 
while Vishwa and Taijasa are Karyakaranabaddhas” - is contra¬ 
dictory to the former, is it not so ? To this also we have already 
given a convincing solution. Karanabaddha means - ‘One who 
is associated with an adjunct of Karana ; to wit, a Sakshi (a 
Witness) to the Karana (cause, seed form)’ ; Karyakaranabaddha 
means - ‘(Atmans) who are having, or associated with, adjuncts 
of the forms of Karya and Karana, meaning those who are 
Sakshi (Witness) to them. In the form of Sakshi although they 
are not different or distinct in essence in the least, first indicating 
that from the standpoint of their respective adjuncts they are 
distinct, one from the other, thereafter it is shown that this 
conventional methodology of Samanya-Vishesha is adopted espe¬ 
cially to help cognize the truth that - “Turyatman alone is the 
Tattwa (Reality, essence of Pure Being) of Vishwa, Taijasa and 
Prajna.” This fact also we have already stressed. 

Here some people may entertain a doubt of the type : “In 
that case, why is it that in the Karikas - ‘Karyakaranabaddhas’ 
and ‘Karanabaddha’ are mentioned - indicating Bandha (bond¬ 
age) ? Karana means Agrahana (non-comprehension), Karya means 
Anyathagrahana (misconception, mistaking one to be another) - 
in this manner you have explained. Who is haiving these 
Karyakaranavidyas ? To Paramatman who is of the essential 
nature of Sakshi (Witnessing Consciousness) how at all can this 
Ajnana be justifiably attached ? In both the Sruti and the Karika 
because Atman who exists in the three Avasthas is Himself called 
Vaishwanara (or Vishwa), Taijasa and Prajna, does it not amount 
to saying that Vishwa, Taijasa etc. themselves also invariably 
have the experience of the Avasthas ?” To this long-winded 
objection too, although we have already provided a satisfactory 
answer, if the solution is elucidated in full details once again to 
suit the doubt raised here, then the real import of Turiyatman 
may become crystal clear. Hence we will tackle this doubt part 
by part and provide convincing solutions : 
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(A) TO WHOM DOES AVIDYA ATTACH ITSELF ? 

Who has this Avidya called ‘Agrahana’ ? And who has 
the Avidya called ‘Anyathagrahana’ ? These Avidyas are not 
there at all for Turiyatman ; this truth has been enunciated very 
clearly indeed in the Karika itself. We cannot also accept the 
concept or theory that Avidya exists for Shuddhatman (Pure Self 
or Being-Conciousness) since this is a self-contradictory propo¬ 
sition on the face of it. It is not possible too to say that 
Karanavidyas are there for Prajna and others alone ; for, the 
disputant himself affirmed that they are misconceived in Turiya 
by virtue of Avidya of the forms of Agrahana etc. No one can 
say that - “The snake misconceived in the rope - because it did 
not know that it was the rope - possesses Avidyas of the forms 
of Agrahana and Anyathagrahana,” is it not so ? Similarly, the 
statement that - “To Prajna, Taijasa and Vishwa, who are mis¬ 
conceived in Turiya alone, this Avidya attaches itself’ - cannot 
be acceptable, is it not so ? This is the first doubt. 

The solution for this is : In the empirical sphere or our 
workaday world (Vyavahara) the person who is desirous of In¬ 
tuiting, cognizing the Absolute Reality has perforce believed in 
the manner - “I am having the experiences of waking, dream and 
deep sleep”- is it not so ? To such a person alone there exists 
this Avidya. That person who entertains an earnest desire of the 
following type alone is the properly qualified seeker for the 
Vedanta Jnana, viz : “In deep sleep I do have Ajnana (ignorance) 
of the type of - ‘I do not cognize anything therein’ ; in the dream 
I am seeing a false phenomenon and believing it to be real alone, 
I am carrying on transactions therein ; in the waking, though I 
am seeing real objects and am experiencing happiness and misery 

bom out of enjoying those objects, there exists this Ajnana which 

/ 

the Sastrajnas (people well-versed in scriptural studies) say to be 
of the nature of not having cognized the Advitiya Paramatman 
(the non-dual Supreme Self). Now, about the Intuitive Experience 
(Anubhava ) of the type - ‘In deep sleep I am not cognizing 
anything at all’ as also the Experience of the type - ‘In the dream 
I am cognizing another thing’ - are these both Experiences 
belonging to my very essence of Pure Being ( Swarupa or 
Svabhava), or they being false concepts, is there anything quite 
distinct from these but which is verily my Svabhava ?” To such 
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a Jijnasu alone there is Avidya. Addressing this sort of an 
Adhikari (fully qualified person) both the Sastra (spiritual texts) 
and Acharya (preceptor who is well-versed in the traditional 
methodology of spritual teaching) instruct in the manner : “In 
deep sleep not cognizing anything and in the waking and the 
dream cognizing something extraneous or external object - both 
these phenomena are verily Avidya. This Avidya of the forms of 
Karya-Karana is not at all your essential nature of Being (Svabhava) 
; you are definitely, decidedly Turiya alone who is 
Nityashuddhabuddhamukta.” When Atmajiiana which is the re¬ 
sultant fruit of that Upadesha (spiritual instruction ) accrues, 
then from that viewpoint no one has Avidya whatsoever. 

In the Present Karika after superimposing the forms of 
Vishwa, Taijasa etc. on Atman and signifying the Pure Being of 
Atman’s essential nature, this deliberate superimposition has been 
rescinded and the essential nature of Turiyatman, as He really is, 
has been expounded. This traditional unique method of teaching 
called ‘Adhyaropa Apavada (Nyaya) Prakriya’ has been ex¬ 
plained at several places in this text. 

(B) HOW ARE VISHWA AND TAIJASA SAID TO BE BOUND ? 

For this doubt we will provide a solution by means of 
properly explaining and analysing the purport of the Karika 
alone. The meaning (purport) of the sentence quoted as an illus¬ 
tration in the manner - “The rope itself is the snake” - is : In 
the same sense you have to reckon the meaning or import of 
these sentences (about Vishwa, Taijasa etc.). What you had 
imagined to be a snake is, in truth, a rope alone, is it not so ? 
In the same way, the discerning seeker or student should under¬ 
stand (cognize the truth) that - “The Avivekins (non-discriminat¬ 
ing ignorant people) have believed themselves to be really 
Karyakaranabaddha, is it not so ? ‘We are bound by Karyakarana 
Ajnana’ - in this manner it is appearing to them, is it not so ? 
They are, in truth, Vishwa -Taijasa Atmans only ; one who is 
appearing as Karana-Ajnanabaddha is verily Prajna alone” - In 
this manner alone the various words used in the sentences have 
to be connoted and the intended purport should be comprehended. 
The statement that Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna have Avidya 
is contradictory to Sruti teaching ; for, in the Sruti both Vishwa 
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and Taijasa have been described as of Parameshwara SwarOpa 
alone with special characteristics of Saptanga (seven limbs). 
To say that they have Avidya is not at all proper or tenable. To 
say -“Parameshwara has Avidya”- is a self-contradictory state¬ 
ment. 

In the alternative, for the sentences - “Prajna is Karana- 
baddha” and “Vishwa and Taijasa are both Karyakaranabaddha” 

- another meaning can be suggested. Because the cause called 
‘Agrahana’ is itself the cause for Prajiiatwa (the abstract concept 
of Prajna), this Prajna is Karanabaddha, meaning. He is related 
to or associated with Karanatwa (the concept of causation or 
cause-hood). In the Absolute sense (to wit, from the Absolute 
Intuitive viewpoint of the Ultimate non-dual Reality of Pure 
Being-Consciousness), Paramatman is not Karana (i.e. He being 
non-dual Absolute, beyond all empirical transactions, there cannot 
ever be any causation that can be attached to Him). This is the 
real intention or import behind these explanations. In the same 
manner, if it is said - “Vishwa, Taijasa are Karya-Karanabaddha” 

- for conceiving them to be Karyarupas (of the form of an 
effect), both Karyakarana (both effect and cause) are responsible. 
From the cause of not cognizing the Pure, Absolute Atman alone, 
its offshoot, as it were, of Anyathagrahana (misconception, a 
mistaken or erroneous knowledge) has arisen. Besides, it has 
been superimposed deliberately by the Sruti merely for the pur¬ 
pose of teaching the seeker in his ignorant state of not cognizing 
the Paramatma Tattwa, that - “Hiranyagarbha is caused or bom 
from Paramatman, while Virat Purusha is caused from 
Hirayyagarbha.” Therefore here also when it is said - “Karya- 
Karanabaddha” - it means only - “Karya-Karana Samba'ddha 
(related to or associated with effect-cause categories).” In fact, 
here in this context the word ‘Baddha’ has been used to suit both 
the meanings of ‘as if being bound’ and ‘having the relationship 
of It is Shri Gaudapada’s prime purport or intention here to 
signify that - “In order to help the Jivas rid themselves of the 
misconception of their innately having the bondage of Avidya 
(Avidyabandha) superimposes deliberately the relationship of 
Karyakaranabhava (concepts or categories of effect and cause) 
among Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna Atmans and then to instruct 
about the Pure ( Shuddha ) non-distinctive ( Nirvishesha ) Paramatma 
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Tattwa which is the substratum for all of them, the Sruti as a 
device ( Upaya ) has formulated these concepts.” 

(C) HAVE THESE VISHWA, TAIJASA AND PRAJNA 

ANY AVASTHAS ? 

Now for the doubt of the type -“If Parameshwara too has 
or experiences the Avasthas of Jagrat, Svapna and Sushupti, does 
it not amount to saying that He is also a Jiva who is a Samsari 
(transmigratory soul) ?” - it amounts to our having provided a 
solution indeed. For, if we examine on the basis of Intuitive 
deliberation the essential Reality (substrate) behind the Jiva who 
is appearing as if he is experiencing the three states of Con¬ 
sciousness of Jagrat, Svapna and Sushupti, it becomes discernible 
that he has no Avasthas whatsoever, in the absolute sense. This 
universal fact of Vedantic spritual science will be made clear in 

due course also. From the Paramatha Drishti Jiva himself does 

• • 

not have Avasthas ; it being so, how can Parameshwara, who 
is the Witnessing Pure Consciousness (Sakshi) of a Jiva’s 
Avastha, be associated with or tainted by the blemish of 
having an Avastha ? 

Even in the case of the Jiva by virtue of his misconception 
alone these Avastliabhogas (experiencing the states) are appear¬ 
ing ; ‘Jiva’ means one who has been associated with the adjuncts 
of the waking body, senses and mind alone. There is no support¬ 
ing evidence of any universal experience whatsoever to show that 
these body, senses etc. (of the waking) exist in the dream or in 
the deep sleep. If this universal experience is Intuited or cognized 
properly, then there is no support of any universal experience to 
imagine or conceive that -“The Jiva who is in the waking 
experiences either dream or deep sleep.” Therefore, it is tanta¬ 
mount to saying that the usual, conventional belief that -“Jiva 
alone has the three Avasthas” - is truly a Bhranti (delusion). It 
being so when viewed from the standpoint of Intuitive Experi¬ 
ence or Knowledge, how at all can those experiences (projected 
as if to be true by Avidya) taint or touch Paramatman, who is 
the Jiva’s Paramartha Swarupa (Absolute essence of Being) ? 

THERE IS NO RELATIONSHIP OF AVIDYA 
TO TURlYA ATMAN 

In any case, by deliberating on the purport behind this 11th 


66 


The Essential Gaudapada 


Karika what has been deduced is : Both Agrahana and Anyatha- 
graliana which appear among the Avasthas do not at all taint 
Turiya - the Paramartha Swarupa of Atman who is the Witness¬ 
ing Consciousness for them ; therefore, for Him there is no 
blemish or defect whatsoever of being associated with Avasthas. 
This purport alone will be clarified in the next Karikas. 

tKT ll^ll 

Meaning : Prajna does not know a web bit either Him¬ 
self or anyone else, either real or unreal, false. Whereas Turya 
is always Sarvadrik (omni-percipient alone). 

THE PURPORT OF STATEMENT THAT PRAJNA 

IS KARANABANDHA 

The purport of this Karika has to be discerned following on 
the previous Karika. In this and the next Karika, in both, the 
distinction that exists between Prajna and Turya is being ex¬ 
pounded. 

In the Sushuptavastha (deep sleep state) we do not have the 
cognitions of the type - ‘I’ and ‘another person’ : neither is 
therein any cognition of the type - ‘This is real, this is unreal 
or false’ - in this manner is the common people’s belief, is it 

f 

not so ? But the Sruti is teaching that, in truth, (from the 
viewpoint of Intuitive Experience of Sakshi Chaitanya) this per¬ 
son is Prajna alone. 

IS THERE AJNANA IN SUSHUPTI OR NOT ? 

Anybody may get a doubt of the type - “Ajnana being 
there in Sushupti is in the experience of all of us, is it not 
so ? It being so, how at all can the Sruti statement to the 
effect that - ‘Our SwarOpa which exists therein is Sarvajna 
or omniscient etc.’ - be said to be proper ?” In the past Indra, 
who was practising Brahmacharya or continence, had this very 
same question put to Prajapati. Indra had raised a doubt in the 
manner - “Here he does not have his own cognition or the 
cognition of any other being apart from himself ; he appears to 
have been completely lost, destroyed therein. I am not seeing any 
happiness accruing from the cognition of this Sushuptatman.” 
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(Chh. 8-11-2). But Prajapati, on his part, had stated : “The 
essential nature (Swarupa) of Sushuptatman is Amrita (deathless), 
Abhaya (fearless) Brahman alone.” (Chh. 8-11-1) Thus the reason 
for such a great difference existing between the Sastra Drishti 
and the common people’s Drishti is : In Sushupti Jiva has 
actually become one with Karana Brahma who is of the very 

essence of Sadrupa (Pure Existence, Being). ‘wiPrat 

^ UPrat (Chh. 6-8-1) - meaning : “Because in 
deep sleep he has become one with his own Swarupa he is said 
to be ‘Svapiti’ (one who is asleep). He has become one with 
Paramatman who is his very Swarupa, is it not so ?” - Thus the 

r 

Sruti is teaching. In the present context of Mandukya Upanishad 
too it has been verily expounded that : “In deep sleep, having 
become Ekibhuta (unitary, non-dual, Absolute) He exists as 
Prajhanaghana (mass, lump of Pure Consciousness) alone.” - 
(Mandukya Mantra No.5). Thus in that Avastha because He has 
become a non-dual Entity or Reality, invariably there being 
nothing second to Himself, He does not get any cognition of 
anything else, nor is there any cognition whatsoever. Just as in 
the waking if there existed two phenomena like - T and ‘another 
thing’ only and if there existed an Antahkarana (inner instrument 
of the Mind) which cognizes an object in the manner - “This is 
such and such a thing” - distinctively, then only there could have 
been any possibility of cognizing indeed, is it not so ? But the 
Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness or Intuitive Experience), espe¬ 
cially, which experiences the deep sleep, does exist therein un¬ 
doubtedly ; however, with what can anything (as an object) be 
cognized ? The Brihadaranyaka Upanishad is very clearly ex¬ 
plaining that -“Because there is no second thing (to Shuddha 
Sakshi Chaitanya or Witnessing Pure Consciousness) exists alone, 
He does not cognize and not because He does not have, or has 
lost, cognition itself.” (Bri. 4-3-30). Therefore, from the stand¬ 
point of the fact that - “Sakshi or the Witnessing Principle which 
is cognizing the deep sleep (experience) is nothing other than the 

f 

omniscient Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) alone” - the Sruti 
causing the Witnessing Consciousness of deep sleep ‘Sarvajna’ is 
fully justified indeed. Even tli.ii n arvajhatwa (omniscience) has 
been expounded on the ground of the truth that - “In relation to 
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the phenomena that are appearing in the waking and the dream 
Prajiia illumines everything” - alone. But when the common 
people observe from the viewpoint of the waking, on the ground 
of their apparent apprehension of not cognizing anything what¬ 
soever they think in the manner : “I did not cognize or expe¬ 
rience therein anything whatsoever”. Hence there is no real 
opposition or contradiction at all between the Sastra Drishti and 
the common people’s experience. 

THE DOCTRINE OF THE PROPONENTS OF VYAKHYANA 
PRASTHANA (POST-SANKARA COMMENTATORS’ 
METHODOLOGY) IS NOT PROPER 

In this context, some Vyakhyanakaras or post-Sankara com¬ 
mentators have opined : “In spite of the fact that Atman’s 
essential nature of self-effulgence truly exists in deep sleep, that 
Tamas or darkness, gloom, ignorance by virtue of which that 
Swarupa or essential nature of His is not being cognized by Him 
- that Tamas is a particular kind of Anirvachaniya (indefinable, 
indescribable) Avidya (ignorance) which is Bhavarupa (of the 
nature of a really existing entity). Because this has enveloped or 
covered up Atman, He exists therein not able to cognize His own 
real essence of Pure Being. If it is not so, and if the Avidya of 
the nature of mere ‘Agrahana’ (non-Comprehension) were to exist 
therein, then there will arise- a problem of there being no reason 
or cause that can be adduced for not cognizing anything what¬ 
soever therein.” This is their doctrinaire theory. Those who fol¬ 
low these Vyakhayanakaras forward yet another Upapatti or ground, 
expedient cause to affirm that in Sushupti such a Bhavarupa 
Avidya actually exists : “By acknowledging the concept that in 
Sushupti such an Avidya exists the following facts are evolved, 
deduced : (i) Therein also both Jiva and Parameshwara exist 
separately, distinctively ; (ii) only Jiva has Avidya, while Brah¬ 
man exists in this Shuddha (Pure) nature only ; (iii) no one 
attains Mukti (Liberation, Beattitude) merely on the strength of 
getting Sushupti ; (iv) for that reason alone, it amounts to our 
finding a tenable reason for the fact of sleeping persons once 
again waking up ; (v) on the other hand, if it is accepted that 
in Sushupti only Brahman exclusively exists, then to Brahman 
alone the Avidya of the nature of - ‘I did not cognize anything 
whatsoever’ - will attach itself (unavoidably) ; because merely by 
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going to deep sleep everyone merges in or becomes one with 
Shuddha Brahman, therein itself they become Liberated or attain 
Mukti - such a Anishta or undesirable predicament also will be 
confronted ; (vi) besides, the conclusion of the type that - ‘There 
is no cause whatsoever for those who are asleep to wake up once 
again’ - will become unavoidable.” 

This doctrine is not proper. For, in the first place, it has 
been very clearly affirmed in the Brihadaranyaka Upanishad that 
- “Because this Jiva has become Ekibhuta (one or identical) with 
Prajna, the Jiva does not get either the internal or external 
cognition.” If we Intuitively deliberate a little incisively, deeply 
on this, then there does not exist any Pramana (valid means of 
proof) even to assert - “There exists a Padartha or a thing, 
substance which is of the essential nature of an entity called 
Anirvachya Avidya (indefinable ignorance)” ; although these pro¬ 
ponents of this kin£ of Avidya are saying that - “This particular 
Avidya is in fact AvyakritanamarOpa (unmanifested names and 
forms) alone” - in the Gaudapada Karikas nowhere ‘NamarOpa’ 
or names and forms have- been called ‘Avidya’ ; also he has 
expressly stated that - “ Agrahana (not having cognized the 
Tattwa or Ultimate Reality) is itself called Karana Avidya ; 
misconception is itself Karya Avidya”. In the second place, 

W — 

with the Sruti teaching that - “In deep sleep ( Sushupti ) Jiva 
becomes one with omniscient Iswara” - this doctrinaire theory (of 
the Vyakhyanakaras) does not at all agree i.e. it is not in 
conformity whatsoever ; besides, even the statement that - “If 
mere Agrahana exists, it amounts to saying that nothing has 
covered up or enveloped Atman” - is also not rational ; for, it 
is in the experience of every one of us that - (a) when the light 
of day is gone, in the night nothing being visible to our eyes ; 
(b) the absence of that light alone being empirically dealt with 
as darkness. 

TURIYA IS SARVADRIK RUPA OR OF THE NATURE OF 

OMNI-PERCIPIENT WITNESS 

In the present context there is no need whatsoever to say 
that to the sleeping people there exists a particular kind of 
Avarana or cover of Agrahana which is of the nature of Abhava 
or non-existence. For, in Sushupti neither there e* ists cognition 
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nor nbliviousness ; besides therein there is no possibility 
whatsoever of either the correct, proper knowledge or mis¬ 
conception existing at all. Especially, the statement that - “In 
Sushupti Jiva and Parameshwara exist separately, distinctively ; 
only to the Jiva therein Avidya exists” - is totally opposed to the 
Sruti teaching. For, therein the Jiva is verily ‘Prajna’_ alone. 
‘Prajna’ means Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) and It is Atman’s 
essential nature ( Swarupa ) - thus the Sruti is affirming too. The 
Bhashyakara (Shri Sankara) also, while explaining the word ‘Prajna’ 
has opined that - “In Sushupti without there being any Vishesha- 
jhana (particular, distinct knowledge) but there existing a particu¬ 
lar kind of Prajna (Consciousness) which is Swarupamatra or 
Absolute, transcendental, Pure-Being per se - is a special uncom¬ 
mon feature.” By virtue of which Chaitanya Prakasha (Light of 
Pure Consciousness) we are all experiencing Sushupti - that alone 
is our real Swarupachaitanya (essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness) indeed. Therefore, Shri Gaudapada has stated in 
this Karika that - “That Turya is perennially Sarvadrik (omni¬ 
percipient)”. Chaitanya which is verily our Swarupa alone ‘al¬ 
ways’ - meaning, in all the three Avasthas exists. It is ‘Sarvadrik’- 
meaning, that Pure Consciousness being everything and, in the 
Absolute sense, because apart from It there does not exist at any 
period of time or anywhere any other entity whatsoever, that Pure 
Consciousness alone is everything and ‘Drik’ - meaning, of the 
very essence of the Light, Effulgence of Consciousness. Here it 
should also be discerned that with the prime purport of teaching 
this Turyarupa, which is the Paramartha or Ultimate Reality of 
Atman, Brahman alone, the Padatraya or the three quarters have 
been superimposed upon Atman in the Mandukya Upanishad. 

We should not doubt in the manner - “If it is so, then 
because it amounts to saying that merely by means of going to 
sleep all people become liberated only, the spiritual instructions 
of the Sastra and the Guru will be rendered futile, is it not so ? 
It will also be tantamount to accepting that there is no cause 
whatsoever for those who are asleep to wake up at all, is it 
not so ?” For, without having discerned the truth that - “Our 
Turyatmaswarupa (essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness 
of Turyatman) is eternally Sarvadrik” - all the disputants or 
proponents of various theories are usually entertaining this doubt. 
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Whether it is in the waking or in the dream or in the deep 
sleep - everywhere this Turya alone exists ; when we observe 
(Intuit) from the Paramartha Drishti, apart from the Chaitanya 
of this Turyatman there do not exist these Avasthas like 
waking, dream etc. at all ; just as in the waking the sea-shell 
or nacre itself appears in the form of silver, this Chaitanya Itself 
appears in the distinctive forms of Pramatru, Pramana and Prameya 
indeed. Therefore, even the ‘ Pramatru Rupa’ (form of cognizership) 
which is cognizing everything in that Avastha (i.e. waking) is, 
in truth, a reflection (Abhasa) alone of this Turiyatma or Chaitanya. 
Why say more ? Even what we call ‘Jagrat Avastha’ is also the 
Abhasa only of this Chaitanya ; there does not at all exist any 
Jagrat Avastha apart from Turiyatmatattwa ; similarly, apart from 
Turyatman neither there exists whatsoever Svapnavastha nor the 
reflection of the world comprising Pramatru, Pramana etc. be¬ 
cause of the mental projections which appear within that Avastha ; 
whatever appears to exist therein is verily an Abhasa (reflection), 
false appearance of this Turyatma Chaitanya. Especially in Sushupti, 
it is known to everyone that the distinctions or divisions of 
Pramatru (cognizer), Pramana (means of cognition) and Prameya 
(object of cognition) themselves do not exist at all. This fact we 
have already clarified while explaining the meaning of the second 
half of the Karika. For this reason alone, it was stated in the 
previous Karika (1-11) that both Agrahana and Anyathagrahana 
cannot at all be established or proved to exist in Turya. It being 
so, we should reckon the fact that the purport behind the 
Brihadaranyak'.f, leaching - “There is no Viparilopa (total disap¬ 
pearance or Iosir of perception, cognition of the percepient cog¬ 
nizer), is it not so ?” - (Bri. 4-3-23) - is itself being restated in 
the sentence : “That Turya is always Sarvadrik” - in the Karika. 

It is very clear now that to those who have gained the 
Intuitive Experience of this Tattwa there cannot at all be any 
apprehension of a doubt of the type - “In Sushupti alone Lib¬ 
eration (Mukti) has to be attained ; further, there will not be any 
cause whatsoever to be adduced for one to wake up at all !” 
What is the meaning of saying that to Atman who is Nitya 
Niravastha (eternally devoid of any states), Nityamukta (eternally 
Liberated) Sarvadrigrupa (omni-percipient) has ‘Sushupti’ ? What 
is the meaning of the statement - “That He has to attain Mukti 
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afresh” ? What is the meaning of the statement - “One wakes 
up from Sushupti” ? Since such questions are clarified in the 
next Karika, this discussion is enough. For the nonce, it will be 
sufficient if it is realized that - “For the sake of those persons 
who have not yet cognized that they are ‘Nityaniravasthas’, 
‘Nityamuktas’ - for such Jijnasus only first conceiving the 
Atmabheda (distinctions of Atman) of Vishwa, Taijasa and 
Prajna, then to that Jiva himself who exists in Prajiiasthiti 
(state of Pure Consciousness) here it has been taught about 
his Ajiiana as also for his Turya, which is the Paramartharupa 
or essential nature per se of Pure Being-Consciousness, 
‘Sarvadrigrupa’ has been taught.” Although in deep sleep they 
are themselves verily Prajna, to those alone who have not cognized 
that Tattwa or Ultimate Reality the empirical states of Conscious¬ 
ness (Avasthas) occur - meaning, the mundane Vyavaharic trans¬ 
action to the effect - “They are occurring” - is being carried on ; 
but for waking up from deep sleep, the Ajiiana that exists in deep 
sleep is not the cause ; we have to determine in the manner - 
“The absence of the Intuitive cognition to the effect - ‘Therein 
I have become one, identical with (Ekibhava) Prajiia’ - is itself 
responsible for misconceptions of the type - ‘I slept, I woke up’.” 

DISTINCTIONS BETWEEN PRAJNA AND TURIYA 

ttreqras'jf jppfpft: I 

$T*f ^ 11*311 

Meaning :- “Not cognizing duality (Dvaita) is common 
to Prajna, and Turya. Prajna is associated with Bljanidra or 
deep sleep comprising the seed potency, cause of duality, but 
that (sleep) does not exist in Turya.” 

In this Karika, keeping in mind a particular doubt, a solu¬ 
tion has been suggested. That doubt is : “Just as Prajna has 
association with Avidya of the form of Agrahana, in the same 
way Turya also has that very same association with Avidya, is 
it not so ? It being so, how at all can it be asserted that Prajna 
alone is Karanabaddha or bound by cause ?” 

The solution for this doubt is : “Prajna is associated with 
Bijanidra.” Not knowing the Ultimate Reality of the Self (Tattwa) 
alone is Nidra (sleep). Since this alone is the seed form for the 
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Visheshajnana (distinctive knowledge) in the Vishwa and Taijasa 
Avasthas, it is called ‘Bijanidra’. “Prajna is Karanabaddha, is 
associated with Bijanidra” - to this sentence, keeping in mind the 
explanatory commentary for the 11th and 12th Karikas alone, the 
correct purport must be discerned. In Sushupti by virtue of his 
Bijanidra - meaning, the Ajnana or non-comprehension of the 
nature of not having Intuited the Ultimate Reality of the Self - 
with which he is fettered, Jiva - from the Paramartha Drishti - 
is verily Prajna ; in order to indicate the subtle teaching that - 
“The misconception of the type - ‘In deep sleep I am asso¬ 
ciated with a sleep of the nature that I did not cognize 
anything” - is itself an impediment for the conviction, Intui¬ 
tive Knowledge of the type - ‘Then I was Prajna alone’ -” 
exclusively here in the Karika it has been stated that - ‘Prajna 
is associated with Bijanidra.’ 

THE FORMS OF JIVATWA ETC. OF ATMAN ARE CAUSED 

BY THE UPADHIS OR ADJUNCTS 

We should not think, reckon that -“The Jiva who is in 
Sushupti has this Bijanidra ; this knowledge alone is the cause 
for the concept of an Avastha called ‘Sushupti’, and not that the 
Jiva actually experiences an Avastha called ‘Sushupti’.” Assum¬ 
ing an adjunct of an Avastha called ‘Sushupti’, to the Jiva 
therein (in Sushupti) Prajnatwa has been superimposed, is it 
not so ? If this truth is discerned, then Jiva is not in reality 
(from the Absolute viewpoint) one who is having Sushupti 
Avastha ; in the same way, Prajna too, in the Absolute sense, 
is not Prajna ; then it amounts to accepting that his 
Paramartharupa or essential nature of Being is Turiya alone. 
Therefore, what was stated, viz. “Prajna has Bijanidra ; that 
(Bijanidra) does not exist in Turya” - is proved to be correct. 
The subtle point that has to be discerned here in this context is 
: We should never believe, think that - “There are three Atmans 
like Jiva, Prajna and Turya ; Jiva has Nidra while Prajna, being 
totally different, distinct from him, is Avyakrita (unmanifest seed 
form) and is the cause for the world of duality ; but Turiya is 
verily Atman, totally different from both these, devoid of Nidra 
and of any association with Avidya.” For the specific purpose 
of rescinding, sublating Jivatwa (soulhood) which is superim- 
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posed upon (or misconceived in) Atman who appears as Jiva 
in the Vyavahara or workaday transactions, the Sruti (delib¬ 
erately) first superimposes ‘Prajnatwa’. Thereafter, in order 
to rescind or sublate that deliberate superimposition or im¬ 
putation of Prajnatwa upon that very same Atman, the Sruti 
once again superimposes ‘Turiyatwa’. From the Paramartha 
Drishti, in Atman there is no Jivatwa at all ; neither is there 
Prajnatwa nor Turiyatwa in Him. By virtue of the Upadhi or 
adjunct of Pranadharana (endowed with Karanas like senses and 
mind, carrying on empirical transactions) - Jivatwa ; by virtue 
of the Upadhi of Jagat Karanatwa, i.e. being the cause for the 
manifest world of duality - Prajnatwa ; in relation to 
Bahishprajnatwa etc. (i.e. from the viewpoint of the experiences 
of Jagrat, Svapna and Sushupti being there for Atman) - Turiyatwa 

- these three concepts are misconceived in Atman. Because all 
these Upadhis are appearing from the Avidya Drishti alone, 
from the Paramartha Drishti (in the ultimate analysis based 
on Intuitive Experience) Atman is not Jiva, not Prajna, not 
Turiya even ; He is verily the Advitiya Tattwa or non-dual 
Absolute Reality who is Prapanchopashama or devoid of any 
trace of the world of duality indeed. 

Meaning : The first two are associated with dream and 
deep sleep ; in the case of Prajna especially, (he is associated 
with) deep sleep devoid of dream. To those who are totally 
convinced about the Ultimate Reality deep sleep is not seen 
in Turya, neither is Svapna or dream seen at all. 

THE ESSENTIAL REALITY OF ‘SVAPNA’ AND ‘NIDRA’ 

It has been previously explained that when it is said that 

- ‘Prajna has Karana Bandha’ - it means that He has Bljanidra. 
Now it is being clarified as to what is meant by : ‘Vishwa and 
Taijasa have Karya Karana Bandha.’ 

‘The first two’ - (in this Karika) means - ‘Vishwa and 
Taijasa (Atmans)’ - they are associated with Svapna and 
Nidra, i.e. dream and sleep, respectively. Prajna has Asvapna 
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Nidra (deep sleep devoid of dream). People do not know as to 
what exactly is Nidra or deep sleep ; for, while they are asleep 
they are not having any specific, distinctive experience (Vishesha- 
nubhava) at all. In the same manner, the common run of people 
have not deliberated upon, discriminated as to what exactly is 
Svapna (dream) and have jumped to a conclusion. They keep on 
saying that - “When we are asleep all sorts of bizzare appear¬ 
ances like phantasmagoria are falsely seen by us ; that queer state 
itself is Svapna or a dream.” Shri Gaudapada, the Karikakara, has 
signified that - “Although the common people’s knowledge or 
belief of ‘not having cognized anything whatsoever therein’ is 
proper, in the true sense (in the ultimate analysis on the 
strength of Intuitive Experience) not having cognized, Intuited 
Atmatatwa (Ultimate, Absolute Reality of the Self) is itself 
Nidra (deep sleep).” In the same way, Shri Gaudapada has 
indicated that - “Although there is partially some truth in what 
the common people believe in that Svapna or dream is merely 
a ‘false appearance’, in the true sense or ultimate analysis, 
seeing Atman wrongly (or misconceiving Him) in a different, 
alien form is Svapna or a dream.” Though this truth will be 
clarified in the next Karika we are stating it here so that the 
readers are kept informed in advance. In the Mandukyopanishad 
it has been very clearly taught that - “Where (he) does not 
entertain any desire (Kama) and where (he) does not see any 
dream whatsoever (Svapna) - that alone is Sushupti or deep 
sleep” - (Man. Mantra 5). On the strength of that Sruti statement 
only Shri Gaudapada has written here that - “Prajna is associated 

with deep sleep devoid of dream.” 

Thus by our proper understanding of the words - Nidra 
(deep sleep) and Svapna (dream) what is eventually ^established 
is : Both the forms, viz. Vishwa and Taijasa, of Atman are 
appearing associated with Svapna and Nidra. Just as the person, 
who has not cognized (the reality of) a rope, is deluded (Bhranti) 
to misconceive it (the rope itself) as a snake, in the same way 
because of our not having cognized Atman in His real essential 
nature alone we are seeing (misconceiving) Him as Vishwa as 
well as Taijasa. By this Intuitive deliberation the doubt of the 
type - “How can there exist dream and deep sleep in the 
waking ? ” - will vanish into thin air. For, Nidra or deep sleep 
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means (now) ‘not knowing, cognizing the Reality of Atman’, 
Svapna (dream) means ‘to grasp, cognize It wrongly (miscon¬ 
ceive) in a different form’. Just as these Nidra-Svapna phenom¬ 
ena exist in what the common people call ‘dream state’, in the 
same way they exist in what they call ‘waking state’ also. 
Therefore, it is stated here that - “The first two are associated 

r 

with Svapna - Nidra.” In the Sruti the special characteristics or 
features of ‘Saptanga Ekonavimshatimukha’ - (Mandukya 3, 4) 
are equally applied to Vaishwanara and Taijasa, and for this 
equal treatment the above-mentioned teaching alone is the cause. 
If we further delve deep into the matter and observe Intuitively, 
what the common people call ‘waking’ and ‘dream’ states are 
both one and the same indeed ; both are dreams alone - this 
teaching Shri Gaudapada has clarified in the next Vaitathya 
Prakarana. Though that truth is for nonce kept aside, if it is 
discerned that the teaching that “Vishwa - Taijasa forms of 
Atman are appearing by virtue of Svapna-Nidra states alone” - 
is propounded here, then it is sufficient. 

THE WRONG THEORY OF VYAKHYANAKARAS 

The post-Sankara commentators ( Vyakhyanakaras ) keep on 
asserting that for the Atmarupa (essential nature of the Self) that 
exists in the three Avasthas, there are three different Upadhis. It 
is their theory that - “In the deep sleep state ( Sushupti Avastha) 
an indefinable ( Anirvachaniya ) Karanavidya (causal ignorance), 
in the dream state ( Svapna Avastha) both Avidya and its effects 
of mind ( Antahkarana ) and in the waking state ( Jagrat Avastha) 
Avidya, its effect of mind (Antahkarana) and the conglomeration 
of the body and the senses ( Sharirendriya Sahghata) - all these 
three are the Upadhis for Atman.” Because what these disputants 
have acknowledged as their theory of Avidya is grossly opposed 
to Sruti, Karika, Bhashya, Yukti and Anubhava - this erroneous 
dogmatic theory need not be reckoned here in this context by 
Jijnasus. In fact, in all the three states of waking, dream and deep 
sleep there invariably exists the Nidra of the type of ‘not know¬ 
ing or cognizing the Ultimate Reality of the Self ; in the waking 
and the dream states there exists a Svapna of the type of ‘seeing 
Anatmadrishya or phenomenon of not-Self totally different, dis¬ 
tinct from Atman.’ If we interpret the Karika in the manner that 
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- “By virtue of a sleep (Nidra) of Atmajnana or ignorance, non¬ 
comprehension of the Reality of Self alone the dream (Svapna) 
of seeing Anatman or not-Self is appearing” - then it amounts 
to our having brought about perfect harmony or reconciliation 
(Ekavakyata) between the Sruti teaching and the Karika explana¬ 
tion. In addition, it wil be in consonance with Yukti (critique 
of reason) and Anubhava (Intuitive Experience). How it is so 
we will clarify when interpreting the meaning of the following 
Karikas. 

IN TURlYATMAN THERE^ DOES NOT EXIST 
ANY KIND OF AVIDYA WHATSOEVER 

Thus it amounts to saying that for Vishwa and Taijasa 
Atmans Svapna-Nidras only are the cause ; for Prajna merely 
Svapnarahita Nidra is the cause, is it not so ? It evolves, from 
this, that - “In Turya, which is Paramartha or the Ultimate 
Reality and to which all these three forms of Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna are deliberately imputed, those persons who are 
established in the realization of the Reality do not see Nidra 
or sleep, nor do they witness in the least Svapna or dream 
which perforce appears because of that Nidra.” Turyatman is 
Nityachaitanyaswarupa or eternally of the essential nature of Pure 
Consciousness ; Agrahana and Anyathagrahana - both these Avidyas 
are, in fact, illuminated by His Chidprakasha or Light of Pure 
Consciousness alone ; if we further look in incisively, Intuitively, 
then it becomes established that just as the misconceived snake 
is, in a manner of speaking, completely pervaded by the rope 
alone, in the same way both these Avidyas are pervaded by 
Turya’s Chidprakasha and there by it becomes evident that 
their Paramartha or real essence of Being is Turya alone. It 
being so, how can these Avidyas exist in Him at all ? 

3PTOT I 

fcmte cTCt: UV\U 

Meaning : To one who misconceives It is Svapna, to one 
who does not cognize the Reality it is Nidra. The wrong 
knowledge of both these - if it gets destroyed, then (the 
Sadhaka) attains the Turiya (fourth) Sthana (abode). 
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HOW IS TURIYA attained ? 

In has been stated that those who have cognized, realized, 
after due determination, the real essence of Being of Turiya 
neither Nidra nor Svapna is seen, is it not so ? There is no 
question of raising a doubt of the type that - “When can we 
determine and cognize Turiya ? The states of waking, dream and 
deep sleep are continuously occurring to Man, is it not so ? How 
is it at all possible to detemine Turiya distinct from these states ?” 
For, the deep-seated comprehension that the three states of wak¬ 
ing, dream and deep sleep are really three separate experiences 
is itself responsible for this doubt ; we have already clarified that 
Nidra (sleep) means not having cognized, realized the Tattwa 
(Ultimate Reality), while Svapna (dream) means wrongly under¬ 
standing or misconceiving. Although we are all eternally Nitya- 
chaitanyalakshana Turiyatmaswarupas or of the very essence of 
Turiyatman of the special characteristic of eternal Pure Con¬ 
sciousness, quite contrary to this nature we have believed all 
along in a topsy-turvy manner - once as ‘I am awake’, once as 
‘I am dreaming’, and once ‘I am in deep sleep’. This Viparyasa 
(contrariety, inconsistency), Viparitajhana (misconception) - mean¬ 
ing, knowing in a topsy-turvy manner - should be got rid of ; 
then only, instantly we attain the Turiyapada or Beattitude in¬ 
deed. 

‘TURIYA’ IS NOT AN AVASTHS 

Because in the Karika it has been stated that - “jjfH 

- meaning, “He attains the position of Turiya” - there is a 
possibility of getting a delusion of the type - “Turiya means a 
position, state or situation ; we have to earn or attain that state, 
situation or position which is beyond the waking, the dream and 
the deep sleep.” There are also the adherents of the Vyakhyana- 
Prasthana who are invariably propagating that - “There exists a 
particular ‘Nirvikalpa Samadhi’ - an Avastha or state in which 
there is no Vyavahara or empirical transactions or functions 
attached to Atman.” Some people believe innately that this 
‘Nirvikalpa Samadhi’ is itself ‘Turiyavastha.’ But this is not a 
correct knowledge. Shri Sankaracharya has, in this regard, written 

in his Sutra Bhashya in the manner - 
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■pr ; ‘cr^ftr’ ?f<T ar^qrfsr?^- 

Pw'mwi^’’ - (Sutra Bhashya 2-1-14) - meaning : “It is not 
possible to assert that a state or situation in which there is no 
empirical dealing whatsoever is caused on account of a particular 

f 

state (Avastha) ; for, the Sruti - ‘That thou art’ - is declaring, 
proclaiming that without having the cause of any Avastha, pe¬ 
rennially we have Brahmatmabhava or the Pure Being (Existence) 
of Brahmatman.” 

TURlYATWA IS ETERNAL 

Therefore, these phenomena of waking, dream and deep 
sleep are not three different Avasthas or states at all ; neither is 
It called ‘Turiya’, the fourth, because that which is ‘Turiya’ is 
a separate Avastha apart from those three. Just as it has been 
expounded in the present Karika ‘not having cognized, realized 
the Ultimate Reality (Tattwa)’ - is itself Nidra or sleep, and 
‘misconceiving or wrongly reckoning It (Tattwa) to be something 
other than what It is’ - is itself Svapna or dream. In these two 
the whole gamut of the experiences of all Avasthas or states 
without any exception whatsoever are subsumed. To believe or 
reckon that these two also are Avasthas occurring in time as 
events one after the other is wrong ; both of them are verily 
Viparyasas or inconsistencies, contrarieties ; false notions 
indeed. We should not imagine that in the waking and the dream 
state our Knowledge, Consciousness (Jnana) has blossomed forth, 
while in deep sleep It has shrunk or shrivelled up. As Shri 
Sureshwaracharya has written in his Sambandha Vartika : 

- (Sambandha Vartika 1085) - meaning - “Just as in the waking 
and the dream states, similarly in the deep sleep too Atman’s 
Chitkamala or lotus of Pure Consciousness exists without getting 
shrunk or stilled ; just as in the deep sleep, similarly in the 
waking and the dream that Chitkamala exists without blossom¬ 
ing.” Atman’s ‘Chitkamala’ means ‘Chidrupa’ or Pure Conscious¬ 
ness per se ; It is not something which never at all attains or 
undergoes distinctive mutations, changes of the type of shrinking 
(contraction) or blossoming (decrease or increase). Turiya means 
our Paramartha Tattwa or the Absolute Pure Being ; in all 
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Avasthas It exists invariably and inexorably as of the very es¬ 
sence of Kutastha (perpetually immutable) Nitya (eternal) Chaitanya 
(Pure Consciousness) ; we get a Viparyasa or false, contrary 
knowledge (misconception) to the effect - “In the deep sleep 
cognition (consciousness) has vanished ; in the waking and the 
dream It manifests Itself’ - as a result of our imagining an 
Upadhi or adjunct in Atman because of our Avidya. In addition, 
there exists in us, quite deep-seated too, the Viparyasa to the 
effect that - “Avasthas are three in number”. Assuming the 
Mayasankhya or magical illusory numericals of three as applied 
to the macrocosmic forms of Atman in the three Avasthas only 
this Shuddhatman or Absolute Self (Pure Being-Consciousness) is 
called ‘Turiya’ - that is all. 

THE METHOD OF VIPARYASAKSHAYA OR GETTING 

RID OF MISCONCEPTION 

Although the Turiya Swarupa is perennially existing (as our 
very essence of Pure Being-Conciousnenss), as and when the 
Ajnas or ignorant people, who have not been (till then) able to 
cognize by means of their intrinsic Intuitive Experience (Sakshat 
Anubhava), falsify, sublate the superimpositions (Adhyaropas) 
one by one, they keep on approaching the Turiyaprapti (attain¬ 
ment of Turiya), in the following order : 

(i) Because they are associated with (attached to) the ‘I’ 
concept (Pramatrurupa) conjured up by misconception (Adhyasa), 
the macrocosmic Vishwa and Taijasa Atmans are affected by 
Anyathagrahana of the nature of seeing duality ; when, in the 
Absolute sense (Intuitively), the Chinmatraswarupa or the essen¬ 
tial nature of Pure Consciousness which is tire Witnessing Prin¬ 
ciple (Sakshi) of the respective Avastha is Itself cognized as his 
own Self, that Svapna Viparyasa of the nature of Dvaitadarshana 
will be on the wane. 

(ii) Although from the standpoint of the waking and the 
dream the Agrahana of the nature of ‘not seeing the duality’ 
exists in deep sleep, even therein because that Chinmatra which 
is the Witnessing Principle is verily his Self, when the cognition 
(Intuition) of the type - “I do not have either Grahana (compre¬ 
hension) or Agrahana (non-comprehension)” - accrues, then the 
Nidraviparyaya of the nature of Agrahana will get ematiated. 
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(iii) Although the embodied selves (Shariratmas) who ap¬ 
pear in the waking and the dream, in their apparent forms, are 
seen in different, distinctive forms, when the cognition of the 
type - “For all the conglomerations of bodies and senses etc. 
(Karyakaranasanghata) which appear in the waking state Vishwa 
alone is the Atman, while for all conglomerations of bodies and 
senses etc. which appear in the dream state Taijasa alone is the 
Atman” - accrues, then the Svapna Viparyasa of the nature 
of Anekatmagrahana (misconception of seeing many selves) 
will be got rid of. 

(iv) Although the division, difference of Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna Atmans due to the association with different Upadhis 
of waking, dream and deep sleep states, respectively, is being 
seen, when the Intuition of the type - “In their Paramarthikarupa 
or Absolute essential nature devoid of any Upadhis whatsoever, 
all of them are really one and the same Self - is attained, then 
the Svapna Viparyasa of the nature of seeing the distinctions 
of Vishwa, Taijasa, Prajna Atmans will be destroyed. 

(v) Although seen from the waking viewpoint it appears as 
if the waking, the dream and the deep sleep states are • different 
as also are real, when the Intuition that they mutually digress 
from one another (Anyonyavyabhicharita) accrues, then the Svapna 
Viparyasa of the nature of the comprehension of the reality 
of the difference among the three states (Avasthatrayabheda- 
satyatwagrahanarupa) will get destroyed. 

(vi) Although for the non-dual solitary Atman, who is the 
Witness for the three Avasthas, from the viewpoint of the Pramatru 
or T notion, Sadvitiyatwa or being endowed or associated with 
duality, manifoldness is seen, when the Intuition that - “The three 
Avasthas are false appearances only ; because Atman exists 
everywhere in His essential nature of Pure Consciousness alone 
He is verily Turiya who is non-dual Pure Consciousness indeed” 
- accrues, then the Svapna-Viparyasa of the nature of the com¬ 
prehension of a Selfhood endowed with duality (Sadvitiyatmatwa- 
grahana) will get deminished. 

Thus Svapna of the form of Anyathagrahana and Nidra of 
the form of Agrahana - both these are actually Viparyasas, and 
hence when they are destroyed by the adoption of the method 
of Adhyaropa-Apavada as described above the Jijnasu attains 
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Turlyapada alone. Although Turiyatman is Nityaprapta or eter¬ 
nally attained, by means of Viparyasakshaya this Praptaprapti 
is attained. 

sHifarrarai wt •q^t i 

Meaning : “When the Jiva, who is sleeping as a result 
of beginningless Maya or illusion wakes up, then he cognizes 
the non-dual (Self) who is Aja (birthless), Anidra (sleepless) 
and Asvapna (dreamless).” 

TURlYAPRAPTI means rooting out the 

ANADIMAYASVAPNA ALONE 

The Intuitive Knowledge ( Jnana ) of the Turiyaswarupa or 
essential nature of Turiya which is the resultant of Viparyasakshaya 
mentioned in the previous Karika is expounded here. 

Jiva, who is a Samsari (transmigrating soul) seeing two 
types of Maya Svapna or magical, illusory dreams of the types 

- Bijanidra of the nature of Tattwagrahana and of the nature of 
Anyathagrahana of which the resultant fruits are dream and deep 
sleep ; and begetting waking and dream which are the effects of 
Avidya, he is seeing various kinds of Viparyasarupa Svapnas in 
the manner - “This man is my father, this one is my son, this 
one is my grandson ; this is my farm, house, money, wealth ; 
these are my employees, this is my granary and this is my cattle 
wealth - etc. - all these are mine ; by means of these I am secure 
and strong, by these I am doomed.” Thus this belief, concept of 
the Jiva being a Samsari - is a Svapna or dream projected, 
conjured up by beginningless Maya. All this is the resultant 
fruit of Avidya of the nature of Agrahana and Anyathagrahana 
alone, and not anything that is really existing at all. 

When an extremely compassionate or kind-hearted Acharya 
(preceptor) who has gained the Intuitive Experience of the 
Vedantartha or the Reality taught by the spiritual science of 
Vedanta awakens this Jiva with spiritual instruction of the type 

- “Oh dear, you are not this Kartni (agent of action) or Bhoktiu 
(enjoyer) who keeps on performing righteous acts ( Dharma ) and 
unrighteous deeds ( Adharma ) and experiencing pleasure ( Sukha ) 
and misery ( Dubkha ) ; you are verily the Tattwa or the Reality 
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which is Paramartha or Absolute, Transcendental ; get up, be¬ 
come wakeful, why are you muttering in sleep ?” - then to this 
Jiva will accrue this waking called ‘Turiyajnana’. 

TURIYATMA swarupa 

Then, (at that stage of spiritual progress) what is that 
Intuition or cognition that will accrue to the seeker ? It is : 
(a) This Atman is Aja or birthless ; He is Kutastharupa or of 
the very essence of Absolute immutability devoid of any changes 
either internal or external ; (b) how is He Aja or birthless ? 
Because, He is devoid of Bijanidra which is the root cause for 
changes like birth, death etc. and hence He is Anidra (sleepless). 
Because Turiya is eternally of the essential nature of Chitprakasha 
or self-luminary, self-effulgent Pure Consciousness, He is per¬ 
petually, perennially devoid of sleep, is it not so ? Even when 
Agrahana (non-comprehension) was superimposed upon Him, He 
was the Witnessing Principle ( Sakshi ) ; that sleep could not be 
defined or described as either His Swarupa (essential nature of 
Being) or something other than Himself and was, in fact, existing 
as of Mithyarupa or a false nature. Even then, in the ultimate 
analysis or absolutely speaking, the essential nature of that sleep 
also was Atman alone (i.e. Pure Being-Consciousness) ; (c) now 
especially when considered from the standpoint of this Swarupa, 
He is eternally devoid of sleep, and for that reason alone He is 
Asvapna. From Bijanidra, of the nature of Agrahana, alone the 
dream called ‘Anyathagrahana’ is caused or projected, is it not 
so ? When seen from the viewpoint of the Reality it amounts to 
determining that there is nothing like sleep at all ; and so where 
can there be any scope for the existence of Svapna or dream ? 
(d) thus because He is Anidra and Asvapna alone, we have stated 
previously that He is Aja, to wit, devoid of mutations like birth, 
death etc. It being so, He is Advaita or non-dual. In Him duality 
of any variety, viz. Sajatiya or belonging to the same species, 
Vijatiya or belonging to another species,- or Svagata or inherently 
within oneself - does never exist even the least bit. Thus in this 
manner when the twin Viparyasas (misconceptions) of Avidya of 
the Jijnasu (seeker of the Ultimate Reality of Atman) are got rid 
of, he is said to have been ‘awakened’ and thereby cognizes the 
Absolute Reality of his Self. 
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EVEN THIS VIP ARY AS AKSHAYA JS REFERRED 
TO ONLY FROM THE VYAVAHARA DRISHTI 

We should not anymore entertain any misconceptions like : 

(i) Because it is said that - “Jiva is asleep by virtue of 
‘Anadimaya’ or beginningless illusion” - this sleep is, in the 
Absolute sense, exists from time immemorial ; (ii) because it is 
stated that - “When the Jiva wakes up” - this waking of the 
nature of Jnana has perforce to accrue in a particular period of 
time in the future ; (iii) because it is mentioned that - “Then he 
Intuits Advaita or non-duality which is Aja, Anidra and Asvapna” 
- at a particular point of time this Turiyabodha or Consciousness 
of Turiya accrues. For, Turiya (the Absolute Reality beyond the 
three Avasthas and hence called ‘the fourth’ relatively here) is 
not at all related to empirical categories like time-space-causa¬ 
tion ; when even Avyakrita itself is Kalatita or beyond time, how 
at all can there be any relationship whatsoever of time for 
Turiya ? Because the categories of time-space-causation being 
projected by virtue of Avidya are mere appearances which 
are ‘ Mayarupavishesha’ or with forms having various special 
characteristics totally illusory in nature, events like Janma or 
birth, Nasha or destruction, death etc. which occur depending 
upon those time-space-causation categories have necessarily to 
be Mayarupa or of the nature of illusion alone. This conclu¬ 
sion becomes unavoidable, is it not so ? 

Therefore, when we consider from the Paramartha Drishti, 
time-space-causation concepts, and Janma-Nasha which occur 
depending upon them - all these are Svapna or a dream indeed ; 
because Jivatwa or soulhood is Svapna, whatever he (Jiva) is 
conceived of having like - Viparyasajnana (wrong knowledge), 
Samyajjnana Utpatti (attainment of correct Knowledge of Reality) 
and Anadimayasvapna Nasha (destruction of the dream projected 
by beginningless illusion, magic) - all these are phenomena which 
are invariably susceptible to be sublated without doubt. The true 
Intuition (that is propounded by the Vedantic spiritual sci¬ 
ence) is : “This Jivabhava or concept, deep-seated belief of 
soulhood is never there for me ; concepts like Agrahana and 
Anyathagrahana which have to be destroyed never existed, do 
not exist even now, nor can they possibly exist in future too ; 
when these rudimentary categories of time-space-causation 
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are themselves not existing at all,' which is that Ajnana or 
ignorance that has to be got rid of ? And which is that Jnana 
or Intuitive Knowledge that has to accrue ? Therefore, what 
has been stated here as ‘waking up from Mayasvapna’ is un¬ 
doubtedly from the Vyavahara Drishti alone ; this conclusion is 
to be drawn. 

Meaning : “If the world of duality really existed, then 
it might vanish ; no doubt about it ; this Dvaita or duality is 
Mayamatra or mere illusion ; from the standpoint of the 
Ultimate Reality Advaita or non-duality alone is sustained.” 

ATMAN IS ETERNALLY NISHPRAPANCHA (DEVOID OF 

THE WORLD OF DUALITY) AND KUTASTHADVAITA 
(ABSOLUTELY AND IMMUTABLY NON-DUAL) 

(i) Some Advaita adherents without reckoning the real import 

f _ 

of the Sruti statement that - “Atman is Prapanchdpashama, Shanta, 
Shiva, Advaita” - is nothing but Atman’s Nityasiddhaswabhava 
or eternally established essential nature of Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness have opined that - “After obtaining the Jnana taught by the 

f 

Sastra, a new, fresh Jnana called ‘Sakshatkara’ has to be attained 
and only then the world of duality will vanish.” This is an 
erroneous understanding on their part. 

(ii) Some others believe that - “After the Vakyajnana or 
knowledge arising out of hearing the sentence the seeker should 
necessarily practise Upasana or mental meditation and by means 
of Upasana alone the Paramapurushartha or the ultimate goal of 
all human endeavour, existence can be achieved.” This doctrine 
has been refuted in the third chapter - ‘Advaita Prakarana’ - 
of this treatise. 

(iii) Yet some others have imagined that - “Even after 
Ajnana is removed by Jnana, its menace is unavoidable ; in order 
to completely get rid of Ajnana, Sadhanas like Prasahkhyana 
etc. are to be practised.” This theory will be refuted and the 
problem solved convincingly at the end of the second chapter - 
Vaitathya Prakarana. 

(iv) But so many others aver that - “Because even after the 
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dawning of the Vakyajnana, this Dvaitaprapancha continues to 
exist invariably, Atman cannot attain the cognition of Advaitatattwa. 
Therefore, for the purpose of Prapanchavilaya or dissolution of 
the world of duality there still remains a Sadhana to be neces¬ 
sarily practised.” 

Now we will show the defects in their doctrinaire, dogmatic 
theories : 

What is meant by Prapaiicha ? Is it the really, actually 
existing duality, diversity ? If so, then it is very clear, evident 
that it is not possible at all to drive it out of existence by any 
means or practices (Sadhanas) - whatsoever they may be. For, 
what really exists can never go out of existence. If it is contented 
that - “Existing things or material objects are being destroyed, 
is it not so ?” - then it is to be understood that in this case it 
is not an absolute destruction without any residue of or 
unaccompanied by any concomitant ingredients (Niranvayanasha). 
When we say that a thing or material object is destroyed, it 
means, in the ultimate analysis, that the matter comprising it has 
undergone a transformation only, not that it totally became 
essenceless. If we break-up a wooden chair, it becomes actually 
some wooden pieces ; if those pieces are burnt, then they assume 
tire form of ash etc. Even if this ash is put in water and then 
it is stirred up, the ash particles invariably remain in a subtle, 
invisible form in that water. Why say more ? Even when this 
whole visible, manifest world of duality is said to be destroyed 
at the time of the annihilation of the universe (at the time of the 
Kalpa) by the Srutis, the Smritis and Puranas or the mythological 
texts, they purport to say that they remain in a subtle, potential 
state of ‘Avyakrita (unmanifest) Namarupa (names and forms)’ 
and time after time they once again get manifest as the world 
of multiplicity, diversity called ‘Vyakrita Namarupa Prapancha’. 
Therefore, to say that an existing world is to be made ‘Vilaya’ 
or totally extinct, essenceless is opposed to our empirical expe¬ 
rience, it is also opposed to logic. 

Even so, if these disputants persist in saying that - “This 
world of duality, diversity can be made ‘Vilaya’ by some sort 
of a Sadhana” - then, it will have to be unavoidably accepted 
that so far no one has by means of such a Sadhana attained 
Mukti or Liberation. For, if any one person had dissolved, an- 
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nihilated (Vilaya) the world without leaving any remnants what¬ 
soever, now we could not have possibly seen any world at all. 
It is not like that at all, is it not so ? Therefore, it is proper and 
tenable to say that - “An existing world of duality can never be 
made ‘Vilaya’ by anybody.” 

In that case, how is it proper, reasonable for Shri Gaudapada 
to have said - “The Prapancha projected by Avidya can be 
destroyed by Vidya” - ? Has he not stated that -. “If the 
Anadimaya Svapna of the nature of Agrahana, Anyathagrahana is 
done away with (Kshaya) the seeker attains Turiyajnana or 
swarupa” ? - Thus anyone may raise an objection. We have 
already given a satisfactory solution for this objection. Though 
from the Vyavahara Drishti this Avidya and its Avidyakarya 
Prapancha, meaning the world conjured up or projected as an 
effect of that Avidya, are appearing at present, they do not in 
reality exist. TJiis entire Dvaita is Mayamatra or mere illu¬ 
sion ; really, absolutely existing Entity is Advaita or non¬ 
duality alone. This alone is the philosophical teaching (Siddhanta). 

THERE DOES NOT EXIST PRAPANCHA ; NOR THERE IS 

ITS NIVRUTTI (RIDDANCE) 

Therefore to believe that - ‘Prapancha really exists’ and 
then to reckon that - ‘By means of a particular Sadhana it has 
to be dissolved’ - both these concepts are wrong. The ‘Nivrutti’ 
of the world of duality does not mean its disappearance. For, in 
deep sleep the world is not seen by any one of us ; even so, 
it once again becomes visible, appears. Therefore, real ‘Prapancha- 
pravilaya’ or ‘perpetual dissolution of world’ means only 
‘Mayamatra’ or merely as a false appearance and to cognize the 
falsity of this world in the manner - “This is merely a false 
appearance (of duality) ; apart from my Swarupa or essential 
nature of Pure Being-Consciousness, it does not exist by itself 
(independently)” - alone. 

Those who believe (quite persistently) that - “There exists 
a Prapancha in Atman ; however, it will be ‘dissolved’ or 
‘removed’ by a particular kind of Sadhana” - should first get rid 
of this ‘Bhranti’ or delusion, misconception by deliberating (In¬ 
tuitively) on the illustrations, figurative analogies, like the ‘Nivrutti’ 
of rope-snake and ‘Maya Nivrutti’ or falsification of an illusory 
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vision cast on people by a magician. This discriminative exercise 
has to be repeated mentally so as to comprehend the possibility 
of falsification or sublation of a mere superimposition on Atman 
Consciousness. Take for instance the example of the rope-snake. 
The ‘snake’, which we have imagined, conceived in the rope 
by our deluded mind, does not really, actually exist during 
the time of its appearance and then by means of the true 
Jhana or realization, cognition to the effect - “This is only 
a rope” - that ‘snake’ does not disappear. For, there never 
existed a snake at any time. In the same way, by mesmerism 
or hypnotism those objects or phenomena which a magician may 
conjure up externally like an elephant, or any other wild animal 
so as to be seen by all the onlookers actually do not exist at that 
time, nor do they disappear after the magician withdraws or 
removes his magical spell. 

All false appearances - of whichever objects they are the 
projections, i.e. mental images viewed as objective reality - 
exist at all times in the actual form of that substrate-object 
alone ; in the forms in which they appear they do not at all 
really exist, nor later on do they disappear or become extinct 
also. In the same manner, the phenomenon of the world too 

- because it is also misconceived in Atman (Pure Being- 
Consciousness) due to Ajnana (a lack of Intuitive Knowledge 
of the Self) - really exists at all times, nay eternally, as 
Turiyatmarupa alone. In its form of appearance it never 
exists whatsoever, nor does it disappear or get dissolved also. 

With regard to the subject-matter indicated by the Karika : 
“If the world existed, then it was possible for it to disappear” 

- some disputants have raised a doubt of the type - “If it existed, 
could it vanish ? It is proper to say that what exists that entity 
does not get destroyed, is it not so ? Why did the Karikakara 
write in this manner which is quite opposed to universal expe¬ 
rience ? ‘If it existed, it would have disappeared ; because it does 
not go, it does not exist’ - such a (ridiculous) statement which 
discriminating (wise) person will utter ?” This is the doubt. We 
have already provided a satisfactory solution to this. In our 
workaday world the really existing things or objects may be 
subject to a transaction of the type - “Now they exist ; but in 
a few days they may get destroyed.” With regard to mere false 
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appearances no one deals in the manner - “They exist’ - or 
“They get destroyed.” Similarly, because this duality also, from 
the Absolute standpoint (Paramartha Drishti), a false appearance 
(misconception) only, to reckon in the manner : “Only after (an 
actual event or occurrence of) the world of diversity totally 
disappearing or being destroyed, Atman becomes or is rendered, 
as it were, Nishprapancha or devoid of a world of multiplicity” 

- is wrong indeed. It is affirmed in the Karika that -“All of us 
are eternally, perennially devoid of the world of multiplicity.” 
Therefore, here in this context there is no scope whatsoever for 
any doubt. 

faPH&t <frlcM<i) ^ cbHp'ttl, I 

ftraft ii^ii 

Meaning : “If this misconception were entertained by 
anyone, then it might have disappeared, destroyed. This theory 
is meant for instruction only ; when it is signified, there is 
no duality at all.” 

ESPECIALLY THE DIVISIONS OF SASTRA, PRECEPTOR, 
DISCIPLE DO NOT EXIST IN ATMAN AT ALL 

Now yet another doubt : “In truth, Atman is of ‘Nitya- 
shuddhabuddhamukta’ essence of Being ; in Him there does not 
exist any world of duality whatsoever. To those who are seeing 
a dream because of ‘Anadi Maya’ there is a ‘Viparyasa’ of the 
type - ‘I am experiencing Avasthas of Jagrat, Svapna and Sushupti’ 

- caused by the Karya-Karana Avidyas. By means of Tattwopadesha 
when the right knowledge accrues, they will get established in 
the essential nature of Pure Being of Atman realizing in the 
manner - ‘Nishprapancha Turiyatman Himself am I ; I am Aja, 
Anidra, Asvapna’ - this in essence is the doctrine that has been 
enunciated so far, is it not so ? If it is so, then to the extent 
of - the Sastra and the Acharya who propound the teachings and 
the disciples who receive that spiritual instruction, teaching nec¬ 
essarily being there for this empirical transaction - at least, there 
will have to be perforce duality, is it not so ? If you do not 
accept at least these distinctions of Sastra, preceptor etc., then 
your transaction of the type - ‘From such and such a Sastra or 
from such and such a preceptor I attained this Nirvishesha Advaita 
Jnana’ - will be also rendered false, unreal only. Is it not so ?” 
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The solution for this doubt is : These concepts of Sastra, 
preceptor, disciple are not akin to the world of duality, multiplic¬ 
ity that the ignorant people have misconceived in Atman. In fact, 
no ignorant persons have misconceived these in Atman at all. On 
the other hand : This distinction or differentiation of Sastra, 
Acharya, Shishya has been (deliberately) superimposed ( Adhya - 
ropita) in Vedanta especially for the purpose of spiritual instruc¬ 
tion ( Upadesha ). That is all. When a big building is being 
constructed the workers erect a scaffolding all around the walls, 
but when the structure is completed they remove the scaffolding, 

r 

is it not so ? In the same way, this differentiation of Sastra, 
Acharya and Shishya is conceived from the viewpoint of Adhyardpa 
(superimposition) deliberately for the purpose of spiritual instruc¬ 
tion. Both the Sastra or the preceptor who teach the Atmatattwa 
to the ignorant people do so in the manner - “You are a Shishya, 
I am (the Sastra) Acharya or Guru ; you do not know the 
Reality, I will teach you. This entire world is misconceived in 
Atman. If you cognize this truth, then you are That eternally non¬ 
dual Atman alone” - in this manner the preceptor instructs. For 
those who instruct about the Ultimate Reality of Atman, Brah¬ 
man, because the Intuitive Experience of the type - “All duality 
or diversity is indeed Mithya or unreal, false ; its real essence 
of Being ( Swarupa ) is Atman alone” - invariably is established 
in them, this deliberate superimposition of differentiation will not 
be responsible for their (apparent) Samsaritwa or transmigratoriness. 
While in the game of Chess the pawns are being assumed to be 
‘elephant’, ‘camel’ etc. and are dealt with as such various sym¬ 
bolic representations, although the players very well know the 
reality in the manner - “All these pawns are wooden figures ; 
this one is not really an elephant, nor is that pawn a camel” - 
merely for the sake of the sport (recreation) they carry on this 
transaction of assuming the various pawns as ‘an elephant’ or ‘a 
camel’ etc., in the same way, the omniscient Sastra (Veda) or 
Acharya, knowing full well the Ultimate Reality behind this 
apparent phenomenon of the world of duality alone, are carrying 
on the Vyavaharik (empirical) dealings of Sastra, Shishya etc. 
Therefore, the fact that - “These (deliberate superimpositions) are 
not at all misconceptions which are the resultant effects of Ajnana, 
nor is there any need for their removal, dissolution” - will 
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become clear merely by cognizing (Intuitively) the Turiyatmatattwa. 
“For the statement - ‘After cognizing, there will not be Dvaita 
or duality’ - the meaning is not at all - ‘Earlier there existed 
duality’ ; when the Intuition accrues - ‘This thing did not exist 
at any time at all’ - this truth also will become quite evident” 

- In this manner alone that statement has its ultimate purport. 

IF ONE PERSON GETS LIBERATED (MUKTA) 
UNIVERSALLY EVERYONE DOES NOT ATTAIN MUKTI 

As a result of the above explanation one mote doubt will 
raise its head here. That is : “If one Jiva by means of the 
spiritual instruction attains the Jnana, the entire world or universe 
will, as a consequence, get dissolved, and then all the Jivas have 
necessarily to attain Mukti or Beatitude, is it not so ?” - in this 
way, the ignorant people may doubt ! But, in the ultimate 
analysis really there is no Dvaita at all ; in the Absolute sense 
the non-dual Turiyatman alone exists. When seen from this In¬ 
tuitive transcendental viewpoint there is no room for the above 
doubt at all. For, the doubting Thomas who thinks in that manner 
with that parochial viewpoint himself would not remain then. On 
the other hand, considering the issue from the Vyavaharic view¬ 
point, just as (in the rope-snake illustration) if one person who 
has misconceived a rope to be a snake gets rid of his false 
notion, there will never be any impediment or restriction for 
another person to entertain a delusion of mistaking the same rope 
to be a snake, similarly even if one Jiva Intuits that he is 
Nishprapanchatman, by virtue of the Avidya that others have, that 
very Atman keeps on appearing as Saprapancha or associated 
with a world of duality. From the Vyavahara Drishti, the 

r 

Sastra is instructing each and every human being separately ; 
but from Paramartha Drishti, there are no misconceptions 
whatsoever even of the Sastra, Acharya and Shishya. Espe¬ 
cially to doubt in the manner - “Even when one particular Jiva 
is Liberated, still other Jivas, many in number beyond count 
being there, it becomes imperative for each and every person 
there will have to be perforce a separate Avidya and thus it will 
amount to saying that there exist many Avidyas, is it not so ?” 

- is truly ridiculous. For, in the doctrine that - “Though in the 
Absolute sense (to wit, seen from the Intuitive Experience view¬ 
point), Advaita or non-dualism alone exists, by dint of Avidya 
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alone duality is misconceived and appears” - even the surmise 
of a phenomenon of Avidya existing is itself conjured up by 
Avidya alone. It being so, to conjecture Avidya, which is invari¬ 
ably the cause for all empirical transactions, to be ‘one’, ‘many’ 
(to wit, thereby involving and including it within the ambit of 
the empirical categories of time-space-causation which are them¬ 
selves projections, nay products, of Avidya) is inexcusable, stark 
ignorance indeed ! 

CONCLUSION 

What is established by the deliberation carried out with 
regard to the Karikas considered so far is : “Because in Atman 
the world of diversity, multiplicity of the form or nature of an 
Avastha does not exist in the least, in Him neither any Jivatwa, 
which is itself a special characteristic of an experience within an 
Avastha, nor any Iswaratwa, which is of the form or nature of 
the Sakshi or Witness of any Avastha, exists whatsoever. As 

stated in the Sruti - ‘^•hhichi ’atp’ - (Mandukya Mantra 2) - this 
Atman is verily Brahman alone, Nirupadhika (devoid of any 
adjunct), Nirvishesha (devoid of any special characteristics). 

V MATRATRAYA KARIKAS 

UPANISHAD 

T tKT ■Rrat -qraFR -qRt srsrc -wm 

?Rr luiii 

Meaning : “This is the Self which is of the nature of the 
syllable ‘AUM’, in regard to its dements. The quarters are the 
elements, the elements are the quarters, namely the letter ‘A’, 
the letter ‘U’ and the letter ‘M’.” - (8) 

WIT ■qTOSS<^klfcHTcll<t/dlHYd f t 

stifare -q nsn 

“Vaishwanara, whose sphere (of activity) is the waking 
state, is the letter ‘A’, the first element, either from the root 
‘Ap’ to obtain or from being the first. He who knows this, 
obtains, verily, all desires, also, he becomes first.” - (9) 
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^TTt fg#IT HI^^‘H'M^lglr=hi?rd ? ^ sHHtidfa 'ttHIHSM 

^i^n^Pci^ 3^ v v$ ^ nun 

“Taijasa, whose sphere (of activity) is the dream state, 
is the letter ‘U’, the second element, from exaltation or inter¬ 
mediateness. He who knows this exalts, verily, the continuity 
of knowledge and he becomes equal ; in his family is bom 
no one who does not know Brahman” - (10) 

WcRClH: HT# 'HNlfacUMIcHf fi-THlfcl ? ^1 RchuflfdU 

nun 

“Prajna, whose sphere (of activity) is the state of deep 
sleep is the letter ‘M’, the third element, either from the root 
‘Mi’ - to measure or because of merging. He who knows this 
measures (knows) all this and merges also (all this in him¬ 
self)” - (11). 

3^ 5»ci)<*l - 

■Hisudurcmyl ^ nun 

Meaning : “Here these verses are found : If there is an 
intention of mentioning ‘Atwa’ or going, wandering for Vishwa, 
when it is assumed to be a Matra or element - then the 
Samanya or genus of being Aditwa or first is Utkata or 
powerful, abundant ; also the Aptisamanya or genus of obtain¬ 
ing, fulfilment, completion is abundant.” 

THE MATRA OR ELEMENT OF A KARA IN AUM(OM)KARA 

f 

Just as the Karikas which explained the Padatraya Srutis 
were considered so far, now we will take up for deliberation the 
Karikas elaborating upon Matratraya Srutis. So far those Vishwa, 
Taijasa and Prajna were expounded as Atman’s three Padas 
(quarters) giving predominance to the ‘named aspect’ of the 
pedagogic method ( Abhidheyapradhana ). Now those very 
macrocosmic forms of Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna are being 
called and expounded as Omkara’s (which is the mnemonic 
symbol for Atman, Brahman) Matratrayas or three elements, 
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letters, giving predominance to the ‘name aspect’ ( Abhidhana - 
pradhana method of teaching). On the earlier occasion just as 
Turiyatman Himself was in truth (in the Absolute sense) 
Paramatman who was not the ‘named’ or Abhidheya, and just as 
from the Adhyaropa Drishti (viewpoint of deliberate superimpo¬ 
sition) only those Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna Padas were super¬ 
imposed for the' nonce and later were sublated (Appvada), in the 
same way here too it will be taught that Omkara Itself in the 
Absolute Transcendental sense is the Paramartha (Absolute Re¬ 
ality of Atman) sans Abhidhana ; in It, only from the Adhyardpa 
Drishti, the elements (Matras) of Akara, Ukara and Makara will 
be superimposed purely for the purpose of teaching and eventu¬ 
ally they will be rescinded (Apavada). The elaboration of this 
teaching will be made later on while explaining the 24th Karika. 
Now the essence of Omkara’s first element of Akara will be 
signified. 

As stated before, although Vishwa is really Turiya Himself, 
merely to facilitate its comprehension (by the Jijnasu), it was 
conceived as Atman’s first Pada, quarter, in the same way assum¬ 
ing the Absolute Reality of Turiya as Omkara - that very Vishwa 
alone - although He is verily Omkara devoid of the divisions, 
distinctions of Abhidhana and Abhidheya - is assumed to be the 
‘Akara’ form of the first Matra or metre, element of the Omkara 
merely to facilitate the Jijnasu’s comprehension. 

Even when assuming Vishwa as Akara thus merely from 
the Adhyaropa Drishti, the seeker should perforce reckon it giv¬ 
ing predominance to the two genera (Samanya) of ‘Aditwa’ 
(being first) and ‘Apti’ (being all-pervasive) for Vishwa. Then it 
will be discerned that there is no difference whatsoever between 
Vishwa and Akara. Just as Vaishwanara has pervaded the whole 
universe Akara also, because the letter ‘A’ is itself attaining the 
forms of all Vamas or letters of the alphabet, is thereby all- 
pervasive. Just as for one who cognizes Turiyatma Vaishwanara 
is the first instrument or means (Sadhana) of knowing, similarly 
for one who wishes to Intuit Omkara this Akara becomes the 
initial Sadhana. Only after cognizing this first step, the other 
Matras can be comprehended. 
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^WFTTr^fR | 

■HNiyyrdMtfi <rai ir°u 

Meaning : “In the matter of comprehending Taijasa as 
identified with ‘U’, that is to say, when Taijasa’s identity with 
a letter is apprehended, the similarity of excellence is clearly 
seen, and of being intermediary also is equally clear.” 

THE UKARARUPA MATRA 

Just as in the past it has been explained in the case of 
Akara which is identical with Vishwa, here too in the same way 
the Ukara is to be comprehended as identical with Taijasa. 

WmtldMdl 5 ^ IR^ll 

Meaning : “In the matter of Prajna’s identity with 
the letter ‘M’, that is to say, when Prajna’s identity with a 
letter is apprehended, the similarity of being a measure is seen 
to emerge plainly, and so also does the similarity of absorp¬ 
tion.” 


THE MAKARARUPA MATRA 

The Makara which is identical, non-different from Prajna 
should be understood in the same manner as we did in the case 
of the previous two Matras. Between the Akara, Ukara and 
Makara which have been mentioned so far, on the one hand, and 
Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna, on the other, there does not exist any 
distinction whatsoever. The purport in calling Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna by letters or names like Akara, Ukara and Makara, 
respectively, is to teach the doctrine that - “Just as from the 
Vyavahara Drishti they (Vishwa etc.) are Abhidheya (nameables 
or named objects), similarly Akara, Ukara and Makara are their 
Abhidhana (names), respectively ; in their true essence of Being 
per se there exist neither Abhidhana nor Abhidheya whatsoever. 
If a person, who stands at the top of a well, transacts in the 
manner - “This well is so much deep”, and if another person at 
the bottom of the well transacts in the manner - “This well is 
so much high” - these phenomena or concepts of height and 
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depth are not at all two realities, entities (to wit, as if they are 
two distinct objects) - here too it should be comprehended. 

fire qPHT yiMI-M %fit firfw: 1 

O \9 n9 

¥ Tre: flefodHi HSIHft: IR^II 

Ov Os <0 

Meaning : “He who knows, with firm conviction, the 
common similarities in the three states is a great sage, worthy 
of adoration and salutation by all beings”. 

srenrt ^rett fira*re>K5Mifa i 

TOOT 3=T: w firatl refit: IR3II 

Meaning : “The letter ‘A’ leads to Vishwa ; so also the 
letter ‘U’ leads to Taijasa ; and the letter ‘M’, again, leads 
to Prajna. That which is beyond the letters, there remains no 
attainment. ” 

THE BENEFITS ACCRUING FROM THE KNOWLEDGE 

OF THE MATRAS 

As we have explained so far, one who cognizes on the 
strength of Intuitive Experience (Anubhava) in the manner - 
“Between Vishwa and Akara, between Taijasa and Ukara and 
between Prajna and Makara - comprehending the similarities 
(genera) between these pairs, just as a diamond expert examiner 
detects the real quality of the diamond after constant concentra¬ 
tion in the manner - ‘This jewel which is shedding or diffusing 
brilliance hither-thither is one alone (to wit, self-effulgent) ; apart 
from it there do not exist any rays of brilliant light’ - and so, 
the entire mass or phenomenon of an Avastha comprising both 
these Abhidhana and Abhidheya is verily Atman who is associ¬ 
ated with the respective Avastha only” - such a person will 
himself become Vishwa indeed. This meaning is indicated by the 
sentence - “Akara leads (such a person) to Vishwa.” This alone 
is the purport behind the invocatory verse (Mangala Shloka) of 
the Upanishad in which the Acharya has stated that - “Vishwa 
has pervaded the SthiracharasamUha (the conglomeration of mov¬ 
able and immovable phenomena) with His rays of Chaitanya or 
Pure Consciousness as also He enjoys gross pleasures.” One who 
Intuits the truth that - “This (Vishwa) alone is Taijasa and 
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Prajna ; through them to cognize Omkaratman He (i.e. Vishwa) 
is the first device. He is also ‘Adi’ or the beginning” - will be 
led to Vishwa by Akara. In this manner by means of discerning 
Intuitively the ‘Akara Artha’ or real meaning of the first Matra 
one who realizes the Omkaratman will attain the Intuitive Expe¬ 
rience in the manner - “I am verily Vaishwanara.” 

In the same manner, comprehending the real import of the 
Matra “U”, if the seeker cognizes the truth that just as by the 
Utkarsha (excellence) of Akara this Ukara has arisen, similarly 
if the subtle aspect from Vaishwanara is excelled or sublimated 
(Utkarsha), then Taijasa alone subsists ; just as Ukara exists as 
an intermediate entity between Akara and Makara and is similar, 
identical with both of them, Taijasa also is identical with 
Vaishwanara and Prajna - if one merges Akara in Ukara and 
Vaishwanara in Taijasa - this Ukara will lead such a person to 
Taijasatman ; it enables him to attain the Intuitive Experience of 
the type - “I am verily Taijasa or Hiranyagarbha who is the in 
dwelling' consciousness within the Svapna and who is Sarva- 
prapahehopahita or having the whole universe as an adjunct.” In 
the same way, one who comprehends the similarity between 
Ukara and Makara by virtue of their Man a (measure) or Laya 
(merging, identity) as explained in the commentary on the 
Upanishad - to him this Makara will help attain the realization 
or Intuition of the type - “I am verily Prajnatman, Avyakritatma, 
who is devoid of any time-space categories and the world of 
multiplicity, but who is having only the Karanatwa (causation) as 
His adjunct.” Because Taijasa is, through Prajna, a doorway ,to 
Intuit Omkaratman, He is the second Matra. In die same way, 
for one who has merged Vishwa and Taijasa unto His Pure 
Being-Consciousness, Prajna Himself is verily the third Matra of 
Omkaratman. 

Although in this Jnana Prakarana or Chapter devoted pre¬ 
dominantly to Intuition Upasana (meditation which is Kartrutantra 
and Avidyatmaka in its essence) is not relevant in the ultimate 
analysis, in a secondary sense, for the sake of low and middle 
class seekers it has been mentioned. This fact has to be remem¬ 
bered here. 
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VI PRANAVA KARIKAS (Upanishad) 

3tHN^ qt5 o^c(^|4 : W^fWT: ftraUfcI ^tf^RWRTrRR 

v ^ iiwi 

Meaning : “The partless Om is Turiya - beyond all 
conventional dealings, the limit of the negation of the phenom¬ 
enal world, the auspicious and the non-dual. Om is thus the 
Self to be sure. He who knows thus enters the Self through 
his Self.” 

aihpR ■'TT^Tf vra TtM ^ #?: I 
3thi>R wit T IRVII 

Meaning : “Here the following verses are found : One 
should know Om, quarter by quarter ; (for) there is no doubt 
that the quarters (of the Self) are the letters (of Om). Having 
known Om, quarter by quarter, one should not think of any¬ 
thing whatsoever.” 

PARAMARTHA OMKARA JNANI IS A KRITAKRITYA ; 

DEVOID OF THE DIVISIONS OF ABHIDHANA, AND 
ABHIDHEYA THAT REALITY WHICH IS BEYOND ALL 
EMPIRICAL DEALINGS IS VERILY OMKARA 

Between the letter (Matra) of ‘A’kara and the quarter (Pada) 
called ‘Vaishwanara’ there does not exist any difference whatso¬ 
ever ; it should not be conceived that Akara is the Abhidhana 
(name) and Vaishwarana is its Abhidheya (the nameable object). 
Omkara means the Turiyatman alone ; Omkara’s Matras means 
really the Turiya’s Matras only. Therefore, this Omkara should 
be cognized quarter by quarter or letter by letter - both these 
mean the same thing. By the statement - “quarter by quarter one 
should cognize” - it means that if one Intuits deeply, Vishwa is 
verily Taijasa alone and that Taijasa is Prajna indeed. Finally, it 
has to be determined that Prajna in the ultimate analysis is really 
Turiya or Omkara alone. 

Thus for one who has Intuited (the Ultimate Reality of 
Atman or Turiya or Omkara) by this subtle process of merging 
(Laya) each quarter (Pada) or each letter (Matra) there does not 
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remain anything else whatsoever which has either to be cognized 
or performed (by way of a Sadhana). For, in the case of a seeker 
who has Intuited to culminate in his plenary experience (Anubhava) 
in the manner - “That Absolute Transcendental Reality (Paramartha) 
which is Nityanirupadhika or perennially devoid of any adjuncts, 
Nirvishesha or devoid of any special characteristics, Abhidhana- 
bhidheyatita or beyond the distinctions of name and namable 
object and Nirvikalpa or devoid of any mental concepts alone is 
myself’ - there is no possibility whatsoever of subsisting as 
either a Pramatru (cognizer) or Kartru (agent of action). Hence, 
he will remain without thinking about anything ; meaning, for 
such a Jnani (Realized soul) there is no botheration or anxiety 
whatsoever to be caused either by any Ishtaprapti (a desirable 
tiling to be acquired) or Anishtanivritti (getting rid of an unde¬ 
sirable source of misery). It is tantamount to this Omkara Jftani 
possessing no body at all (to wit, his Adhyasa or misconception 
to the effect of his identify ing himself as the body is sublated, 
falsified) and as a result there is no occasion for him to worry 
about- endeavouring to acquire anything for the sake of his 
physical body or to do away with anything that is not desired. 
Because he cannot possibly have any Samsaritwa (transmigra- 
toriness) - there is no possibility of his entertaining any bother¬ 
ation or anxiety of either attaining any fulfilment of a desired 
objective in other births ( Janmantara) or other worlds ( Lokantara ), 
or getting rid of any undesirable hardships. It further amounts to 
his having cognized everything that had to be cognized, as also 
having done everything that had to be done in this human 
existence. 

■jpsfhr TOt w I 

1 fault IRMI 

Meaning : “One should concentrate one’s mind on Om, 
(for) Om is Brahman beyond fear. For a man, ever fixed in 
Brahman, there can be no fear anywhere.” 

ir^ii 

Ov 

Meaning : Om alone is the inferior Brahman ; and Om 
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alone is considered to be the superior Brahman. Om is without 
an inside and an outside, and without a front (effect), a behind 
(cause) ; and It is undecaying.” 

OMKARA WHICH IS PARAMARTHA (ABSOLUTELY REAL) 
ITSELF HAS BECOME THE FORMS OF PARA BRAHMAN 

AND APARA BRAHMAN 

Here the Intuitive Knowledge of Omkara is being eulogized. 

r 

That ‘Apara Brahma’, which has been recommended in the Sruti 
by way of an injunction in the manner - “Meditate on It as 
associated with such and such qualities” - for the sake of low 
and middle class seekers, is verily this Pranava alone, -this Omkara 
alone. That Parabrahma too, which has been expounded in the 

f 

Srutis in the manner - ‘Not this, not that” - by refuting the names 
and forms misconceived because of Avidya for the sake of the 
highest type of seekers, is verily this Omkara alone. This Pranava 
alone has been dealt with as Apara Brahma being associated with 
Upadhis ( Sopadhika ) and as Para Brahma, being devoid of any 

f 

adjuncts ( Nirupadhika ) in the Srutis. 

Because it has been stated in the Prashnopanishad (Chapter 
2) that - “Those who meditate on Para and Apara Brahmans 
through this Pratika or symbol of Omkara attain the respective 
Brahmans” - this Paramartha Tattwa or Absolute Reality also has 
been given the nomenclature of “Pranava” figuratively implying 
It. 

If we observe It Intuitively, It is neither Parabrahma nor 
Aparabrahma. It has no cause, nor there exists any effect of It. 
Within It there does not exist anything else which belongs to 
another species ; externally to It also there does not exist any¬ 
thing whatsoever which is distinct or different from It. Therefore, 
It is Avyaya or without emaciation, degeneration ; for, there is 
nothing whatsoever which is susceptible to get emaciated either 
within or without It (Mundaka 2-1-2). Akhand-eka-Rasa Chinmatra 
or It is verily Pure Consciousness which is impartible, and of one 
and the same essence of Being, is it not so ? 

d<H^KHJRV9|| 

Meaning : “Om is indeed the beginning, the middle and 
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the end of everything. If Om is cognized in this way indeed, 
then only one enters It (attains identity with It). 

FOR COGNITION OF PRANAVA IDENTITY WITH 
PRANAVA ALONE IS THE FRUIT 

For all the phenomena which appear as if they are actually 
bom - just like an elephant projected by mesmerism by a ma¬ 
gician, like the rope-snake, like the water of the mirage and like 
a dream - this Pranava alone is the birth (creation), sustentation 
and dissolution ; in all these three Avasthas It remains in the 
essential nature of the Absolute Reality of Pranava alone. One 
who cognizes in this manner immediately thereafter - without any 
lapse of time whatsoever in between - enters into that Pranava. 
Or why should it be surmised that he enters into It ? Here it 
should be discerned that in the Absolute sense the Intuitive 
Experience or Knowledge to the effect - “I ever exist as the very 
essence of that Pranava” - is itself being dealt with in the 
conventional empirical usage of ‘entering into (Merging with).’ 

' I Tc^Pth^IRCII 

Meaning : “One should Know (cognize) Om to be 
•Iswara seated in the hearts of all. The wise one who cognizes 
the Omkara as all-pervading grieves not anymore.” 

PRANAVA ALONE IS PARAMESHWARA WHO IS 
SEATED IN EVERYONE’S HEART 

The seeker should cognize that - “Iswara Himself, who is 
lodged in the hearts of all the Jivas, who is the support, suste¬ 
nance for memory and experience and who abides in the 
Antahkarana - is this Turiyatman, this Pranava who is the Wit- 

r 

nessing Principle of that Antahkarana indeed.” The Srutis like - 
“This Deity who is the Vishvakarma or creator of this universe, 
Mahatma or great one is ever existing, dwelling in the hearts of 
people’ - (Svetaswatara 4-17); “That this Atman Himself is the 
one who exists in the heart” - (Chhandogya 8-3-3), as also 
the Smriti like - “Oh, Aijuna, Iswara dwells in the hearts of 
every creature” - (Gita 18-61) are expressing this same opinion 
alone. 
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Thus the discriminative person ( Viveki ) who cognizes that 
Entity which pervades everywhere like the empty space ( Akasha ) 
is nothing but Omkara alone, being convinced at heart in the 
manner - “Lo, this Self of mine Himself is the Turiyatma, 
Pranava who is all-pervading indeed” - will never grieve at all. 
For, to the person who has cognized the all-pervasive non-dual 
Atman alone to be himself, meaning, his very Pure Being-Con¬ 
sciousness, there does not exist anything else which becomes the 
cause for grief. Srutis like - “One who Intuits, cognizes Atman 
does not grieve at all” - (Chh. 7-1-3) etc. are authoritative 
sources for this teaching. 

■=r: iwii 

Meaning : “The Om, without measures and possessed of 
infinite dimension, is the auspicious Entity where all duality 
ceases. He by whom Om is Known, is the real sage, and not 
any other.” 

PRANAVA WHO IS AMATRA IS THE TURIYA 

WHO IS APADA 

Now Shri Gaudapada is concluding his commentary on the 
last Karika as also the quintessence of the Upanishad : 

This Paramartha Tattwa of the form of Omkara is Amatra 
(devoid of letters, measures) ; to wit, It is devoid of the distinc¬ 
tive forms like Akara, Ukara and Makara as also Vishwa, Taijasa 
and Prajna, which have been indeed (deliberately) superimposed, 
assumed in this Paramartha or Absolute, Transcendental Reality 
alone. In order to teach, expound the truth of this doctrine alone 

f 

the Sruti deliberately superimposed first these forms and later 
rescinds them. 

This Reality is devoid of the Matras themselves ; besides, 
It is verily Anantamatra (of infinite, endless measures, dimen¬ 
sions) also. Because It is not comprehended either by the senses 
or the mind, there is no possibility whatsoever of associating any 
division or distinction of the type - “This entity ends here at this 
juncture or point” - to It. 

This Pranava is the Upashama (extinction, cessation) of 
Dvaita or duality, multiplicity, to wit, It is devoid of either the 
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duality of the forms of divisions or distinctions of Avastha (state) 
and Avasthavanta (one endowed with the state) or the duality of 
the forms of Abhidhana (name) and Abhidheya (nameable ob¬ 
ject). In It the Dvaita Prapancha Duhkha or the misery which is 
associated with the world of duality does not exist in the least ; 
therefore, It is Shiva ; to wit, It is of the nature of Paramananda 
or supreme Bliss devoid of Sarvasamsaradharma or all the char¬ 
acteristics of transmigratory existence. 

Only that person who has cognized that Omkara which is 
non-dual as mentioned above - he alone is a Muni and not any 
one else. “One who has attained the Atmajnana (Intuitive Expe¬ 
rience or Knowledge of the Self as Pure Being-Consciousness) 
and (at the same time) has achieved the Nirasa or sublation, 
falsification of the Anatmapratyaya or the concepts of not-selves 
without any residue or remnants whatsoever is sure to become 
a Muni (a sage) ; to wit, he will be one who has attained the 
Mouna (an attitude of silence, taciturnity) of the nature of Ananda 
(Bliss) which is its fruit.” - (Brihadaranyaka 3-5-1) - thus the 
Sruti says. As stated in the Mahabharata Udyoga Parva 43-60) 

‘■qbnvf MpH^Pd HKU'Md-HHI-HPd: I ^ ll’ 

- meaning, ’ ‘Merely by silencing speech alone he cannot become 
a Muni, nor by living alone in solitude in a forest does he 
become a Muni ; only that one who has cognized the essential 
nature of the Self will be called ‘Munishreshtha’ or the best 
Muni.” 


VAITATHYA prakarana 

I. RELEVANCE OF THIS CHAPTER 

In the Sruti Atman is said to be “Prapanchopashama, 
Advaita.” In the Karikas too it has been taught that - H 

- meaning, “If one Intuits (the Reality) then there does not 
exist any duality at all.” In the seventh Mantra of the Upanishad 
the Paramartha Tattwa (Ultimate Reality of Atman, Brahman) 
was first called ‘Brahman’ from the predominant standpoint of 
Abhidheya (nameable object) and then it was expounded that in 
that form of Turiyatman (the fourth Absolute Reality compared 
to . the three macrocosmic forms of Vishwatma, Taijasatma and 
Prajn^tma) there is no Prapahcha or world of duality (to wit, the 
variety of empirical transactions of the type) of seeing the waking 
or the dream or the deep sleep. In the same way, that same 
Tattwa. being initially called ‘Omkara’ from the predominant 
standpoint of Abhidhana (name), later it was taught that in that 
Omkara devoid of Matras (letters, measures) there is no Vak- 
prapancha (duality of speech) of the type of Akara, Ukara and 
Makara which was briefly described in Mantra 12. Thus the very 
spiritual teaching to the effect that - “No world of duality or 
diversity of the forms of Abhidh5na or Abhidheya does ever exist 
in Whatsoever form in the Ultimate Reality” - was propounded 

in the Karikas - ‘?TRl faRRt’ - (Ka. 1-18) and ftra-.’ 

- (Ka. 1-29). The doctrine of the Chhandogya Upanishad of the 
type - “(That Paramartha Tattwa) is the one and one only without 
anything else second to It” - (Chh. 6-2-1) is this very teaching 
indeed. 

In truth, in the Agama Prakarana the explanation of the 
Absolute Reality has been made in accordance with the , Sruti 
teachings alone. While signifying the Sruti- teaching what has 
been taught in this Vaitathya Prakarana also has been poiftted out 
at various places'. For, what has been expounded in the Sruti as 
well as in the Agama Prakarana is mere ‘Agama’ alone, mean¬ 
ing, taught in the traditional, conventional methodology of spiri¬ 
tual instruction. That Paramartha (Absolute Reality) which is 
taught in that context as Turiyatattwa and also as Omkara adopt- 
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ing, following the Sampradayic (traditional) system - called 
Adhyaropa Apavada Prakriya - being our very Atman alone, 
It is Svatahsiddha or self-established ; not having cognized It as 
It really exists, the common, run of people quite naturally havo 
superimposed upon It both the experiences of the three states of 
Consciousness like the waking, the dream and the deep sleep and 
‘Abhidheyatwa’ or namableness, objectivity. In the case of supe¬ 
rior highly-qualified seekers, merely by mentioning before them 
this teaching that - “This Adhyaropa or superimposition - to wit, 
the projected or conjured up form - does not exist really in 
Atman of the essence of Pure Being-Consciousness” - the purport 
of the Sruti teaching is Intuited by them. But in the case of those 
for whom merely by such statement, enunciation the real import 
of the spiritual teaching does not become completely compre¬ 
hended - for the sake of such seekers, with a view to clarifying 
those subtle teachings - this Prakarana has been started. The 
previous Prakarana (Chapter) was ‘Agama-pradhana’ or pre- 

r 

dominantly based on the Sruti teachings as handed down from 
the teacher to the taught in a traditional manner ; now this second 
Chapter is ‘Upapatti-pradhana’ or predominantly based on dia¬ 
lectical reasoning. 

Although this Chapter is Upapattipradhana in its approach 
and treatment of the subject-matter, it should all through be 
remembered that here not merely the logical devices or arguments 
( Yuktis ) have been utilized, but here also an attempt has been 

r 

made to explain, delineate the real import of the Sruti teaching, 
as also the logical devices have been exemplified in consonance 
with the traditional Vedantic methodology alone. How this dif¬ 
ficult task has been undertaken effectively and efficaciously, we 
will point out at various places while explaining the Karikas. In 
the Upanishad the Atman who has the adjuncts of the waking 
and the dream states was described with special characteristics of 

TTJSftfrreifcPjn:’ - meaning, “One who has seven (macro- 
cosmic) limbs, and 19 doorways.” - (Mantras 3,4). Because those 
special features have been stated to be common to Atman who 
is associated with adjuncts of the waking and the dream states, 
although from the Vyavahara Drishti it appears as if those Upadhis 
(adjuncts) are different alone, in reality (i.e. from the Transcen¬ 
dental Absolute Viewpoint) both are similar (nay, identical) ; it 
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was indicated therein that for the waking state there does not 
exist any difference from or superiority over the dream state. 
How can that be true ? It is known and accepted on all hands 
that - “Waking appears to be real, while dream is false” - is it 
not so ? In order to solve this doubt by first showing that both 
these states are identical in all respects and then with a view to 
clarifying the fact that waking experience is Mithya or false (as 
much- as the dream experience) - this Chapter has been started. 
For this reason alone, since this is ‘ Vaitathya ’ (i.e. waking too 
is false) ‘Prakarana’ - a Chapter which elucidates this fact - it 
can be said that a fitting name has been given to it. 

II. SVAPNA VAITATHYA KARIKAS 

Meaning : “The wise declare the falsity of all objects 
in a dream because of the location of the objects inside (the 
body) and because of (their) contraction.” 

THE OBJECTS THAT APPEAR IN THE DREAM ARE FALSE 
BECAUSE OF INADEQUACY OF SPACE 

“The Punditas or wise people indeed opine that because the 
objects which appear in the dream exist within (the body) those 
phenomena which appear outside and inside are both Vitatha 
(false), not existing in that manner.” In this Chapter, showing 
that all that exists in a dream is Mithya (false), it has been then 
undertaken to expound that just like the dream the waking too 
is Mithya. For, some non-discriminating people think that dream 
too is real only. ‘Although what is seen as the dream may be 
real, the phenomena that appear within it can never be real’ - is 
the opinion of the discriminative people. The reason that has been 
adduced here in this Chapter in answer to the question - “How 
is it that they are not real ?” - is : “Because they are inside.” 
The purport here is that because all those things seen therein are 
within the body, they are all false. 

Here there may arise a doubt : Just because they exist 
within a room those things like a pot, cloth, etc. which exist 
therein are not rendered false at all ! Here in this present context 
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merely on the ground that they exist ‘within,’ can it be said that 
all the dream objects are false ? A solution for this is : Because 
they are ‘Samvrita’ or confined within a small, inadequate space, 
they are false, unreal. The word ‘Samvrita’ means, ‘that which 
is contracted, compressed’. The dream occurs within the body 
itself, is it not so ? But, within that dream, all things like a 
mountain, an elephant and a big forest appear. If it were true that 
therein actually a mountain existed, how could they at all exist 
in a restricted place (space) within the body ? What is the size 
or dimension of the body and what is the size, dimension of an' 
elephant or a mountain (comparatively) ? Therefore, because they 
appear to exist in extremely constricted place or space, it amounts 
to saying that those objects like an elephant, a mountain etc. are 
false appearances alone. A consolatory explanation of the type - 
“Therein he merely sees a mountain, but not that actually therein 
a mountain existed” - cannot be forwarded ; for, therein it 
appears as though the viewer is on one side and the objects like 
the mountain, the elephant, the forest - etc. appear to exist in 
front. It being so, how can it be reasonable to say that therein 
one did not see a mountain, an elephant etc. at 
all ? In any case, it amounts to saying that because of the fact 
that within a very restricted space both the dream and its phe¬ 
nomena are seen, those things must necessarily be false appear¬ 
ances alone. 

This same opinion has been conveyed by Shri Badaraya- 
nacharya in his ‘ Sharirakamimamsa* (i.e., Brahma Sutras) by 

the aphorism - hnihi* 5 (3-2-3) - mean¬ 

ing : “The creation of the dream is merely magical, illusory ; for, 
therein it is not completely, fully manifested.” Material objects 
have necessarily to have the requisite amounts or proportions of 
time, space and causation for their existence, and they should not 
be destroyed or sublated - these are the pre-requisite conditions 
to be fulfilled if those objects are to be real, is it not so ? But 
in the dream, for those huge objects like a mountain, an elephant 
or a forest to exist in reality there is no sufficient space within 
the body and this fact is very clear indeed. For the cart seen 
therein and for such other appearances, there do not exist the 
senses like the eyes etc. which are responsible or necessary for 
seeing them ; nor do the raw materials like the wood and the 
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carpenter who can construct the cart exist therein whatsoever. 
Therefore, there is no proper cause for them at all ; there is no 
sufficient time also ; besides, all of them are sublated. All these 
details are being indicated in the next Karika. Hence, the state¬ 
ment that - “All the appearances seen in the dream are verily 
Mithya or false, unreal” - is proper indeed. 

I 

^ 1 IRII 

Meaning : “Besides, one does not see places by actually 
going there, for the time is not long enough. Moreover, every 
dreamer, when awakened, does not continue in that place (of 
dream).” 

FOR THE PHENOMENA OF THE DREAM THERE IS NO 

SUFFICIENT LENGTH OF TIME 

In order to drive home the idea that - “Because there does 
not exist sufficient length or duration of time the dream 
phenomena are Mithya (false)” - here another doubt has been 
deliberately raised and that is : “What was stated in the previous 
Karika, viz. ‘Because the dream phenomena exist in restricted 
space they are false’ - is not proper ; after going to another place 
alone the dream phenomena are seen - why cannot we conceive 
in that manner ?” Let us assume that - while sleeping at night 
only one sees a dream in which he has travelled to a distant 
forest and has been wandering about therein. At that juncture 
why can’t we imagine that the dreamer actually, really goes to 
a forest away from the body ? - This is the opinion of the 
questioner. He may doubt in the manner that - “Going out of this 
body he wanders about” - (Brihadaranyaka 4-3-12) - this state¬ 
ment of the Sruti is there to substantiate, is it not so ? In that 
way, we may assume that the Jiva (actually) leaving behind the 

body only goes out somewhere, is it not so ?” 

% 

But that is not proper ; for, there did not exist enough 
duration of time for the dreamer to go to a far-off place. There 
are instances of seeing a dream in which one, who is in an 
eastern region, is seen to have travelled to a northern region. To 
go to that forest from the eastern region by walk according to 
the actual time taken, several months will be needed to reach that 
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forest ; can it be proper to imagine that by merely sleeping so 
much time had lapsed or passed'? How at all will it be possible 
to accept that in one night he went to that far-off forest and 
returned also ? Therefore, because there does not exist enough 
duration of tune in the dream, to say that therein he has actually 
travelled to those far-off places is not tenable at all. 

ON WAKING UP, TIME AND SPACE CATEGORIES 

ARE SUBLATED 

There is yet another reason to conclude that in the dream 
one does not actually travel to a different place and sees the 
phenomena existing in that region. If one persists in saying that 
one who has slept at a place in the eastern region, had during 
the dream actually gone to a northern region - he should have 
woken up in the northern region only ; but the real situation 
(ground reality) is not like that ; he wakes up in the eastern 
region alone. Apart from this, one who has slept at night may 
dream as if he has wandered about in the forest during the 
daytime ; if that alone was the reality, one who dreams that he 
has roamed about during the afternoon - if he suddenly wakes 
up at that instant, it should necessarily be afternoon only, is it 
not so ? It is not at all like this in our common experience ; 
getting up at that dead of night and remembering the dream 
experience of having travelled during the daytime, the person 
wonders at that queer experience. No one thinks that in such a 
small duration of time one whole day has passed and another 
night has arrived. 

Another point : Let us assume that a person who slept at 
night sees a dream in which he meets his friend, who resides in 
another town, during the daytime and then wanders about in that 
town. If that person tells his friend - “I had come to your place 
in my dream yesterday when it was noon time and we had met 
at noon at this particular place” - does that friend say - “Yes, 
of course, I had met you there only” - and agree with him ? No, 
not at all. Why even the person who had slept does not at all 
believe that he had really met his friend at that spot. Therefore, 
it amounts to saying that in this manner too there did not exist 
sufficient duration of time. In fact, the person who has slept and 
woken up believes in the manner - “All this is a mere dream, 
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not real.” Hence, the dream was sublated, falsified. Especially for 
the Sruti - “Leaving behind the body, he goes to another region 
and wanders about” - the real intention, purport is not in the 
literal meaning at all ; in fact, its real import should be under¬ 
stood to be : (Therein, in the dream) there does not exist any 
relationship with this (waking) body whatsoever ; further, it 
appears as if we are roaming about at some place. Another Sruti 
sentence says : “Within his body alone, he is wandering about 
freely as he likes” - (Brihadaranyaka - 2-1-18) ; and this state¬ 
ment appears to be in full agreement with every person’s expe¬ 
rience too. Therefore, in dream no one goes to any other place 
whatsoever ; therein there % existed another time series (or flow of 
time) indeed - this alone is the correct interpretation and reck¬ 
oning. It amounts to saying that quite in accordance with what 
we reckon in our Vyavahara or workaday dealings as - “All that 
appears therein is a false appearance only” - it is proper to 
reckon that the dream phenomena are false, unreal alone. 

^ Hlki MH 3T1J: 11311 

Meaning : “Besides, the absence of chariot etc. is heard 
of in the Upanishad from the standpoint of logic. They say 
that the falsity arrived at thus (by logic) is reiterated by the 
Upanishad in the context of dream.” 

FOR THE DREAM OBJECTS THE PROPER CAUSES 

ALSO DO NOT EXIST 

The Brihadaranyaka Upanishad says : “Therein the chariots 
do not exist ; nor do the horses yoked to the chariot exist, nor 
do the roads exist ; even so, he creates (therein) the chariots, the 
horses as also the roads. Therein pleasures, joys and raptures - 
none of these exists. Even so, he creates pleasures, joys and 
raptures. Therein there do not exist tanks, wells or rivers ; even 
so, he creates tanks, wells and rivers” - (Bri. 4-3-10). Therefore, 
within the dream sufficient time and space do not exist ; therein 
the relevant causes or conditions to cognize the objects and to 
perform acts do not exist. Because only after the senses like eyes, 
ears etc. have ceased to operate, the dream occurs, therein neither 
the senses nor the aids for eyes to see etc. like the brilliant stars, 
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sun, the moon etc. do not exist. Therein to manufacture things 
like a cart etc. neither the requisite raw materials like wood etc. 
nor the proper implements like a chisel, hammer etc. exist ; then, 
wherefrom can the Jiva acquire the ability within such a short 
period of time to manufacture such things ? Therefore, we have 
to assume that as a result of his respective Karmas the mental 
concepts, thoughts of seeing such phenomena arise for the time 
being to the dreamer. The objects seen in the dream are falsified 
as soon as the person wakes up - to wit, the cognition that they 
were not really existing is gained ; not only that, in the dream 
itself the fact that one particular thing becoming an object for a 
different mental concept in the manner - “Not this, that thing” 
- is quite popular, familiar. 

Thus assuming that which is universally familiar only, the 
Sruti is stating that - “Therein no chariots existed.” If we observe 

f 

deeply, the intention behind this Sruti statement is : Neither to 

affirm that in the dream material objects actually exist, nor that 

* 

they do not exist - whatsoever. On the other hand, the Sruti, 
having corroborated, for the purpose of explanation only, that fact 
which is universally, familiarly known, viz. - that all the phenom¬ 
ena of the dream are false as known to all human beings - has 
begun to expound that therein Atman is Svayamjyoti (self-effulgent, 
self-illumining). “Although in the dream there do not exist a 
body, senses, external objects or the illumining brilliant objects 
like the sun, the moon etc. which are aids to the senses to 
perceive the objects, the Antahkarana or internal instrument of 
the Mind alone has metamorphosed itself into the forms of all 
those phenomena. Now, because those mental concepts (Vrittis) 
are being witnessed by Atman by means of His self-effulgent 
Light of Chaitanya or Pure Consciousness, which is verily His 
real essence of Pure Being - He is Svayamjyoti Swarupa” - thus 
to expound this profound spiritual teaching alone is the real 
intention behind the Sruti statement. Even so, the Sruti cor¬ 
roborating what is universally familiar as something materially, 
actually false, propounds that - “Whatever appears in the dream 
is verily false, unreal, but Atman who illumines those phenomena 
is of the essential nature of self-effulgent Light.” This fact has 
been pointed out by the Karikakara. 
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WHAT IS THE REASON FOR ESTABLISHING SVAPNA 
MITHYATWA OR FALSEHOOD OF DREAM ? 

Here a doubt may arise in the minds of the readers, and 
that is : No one ever thinks or believes that a dream is real. It 
being so, what was the reason for writing these three Karikas to 
establish the tenet - “Dreams are false ?” 

The solution for this is : Certain dreams which are signifi¬ 
cant in their content do occur. The exponents of dream science 
opine that - “If a person gets a dream of such and such a nature, 
such and such a fruit will accrue.” In fact, people often do 
express opinions that according to the dream significance they 
had certain actual experiences. Apart from this, many scholars of 
Vedic Knowledge do raise objections of the type - “A dream, 
which is created or caused by Iswara who is Satyasankalpa or 
whose volitions or wishes always become true, how at all can 
it become false, unreal (Mithya) ?” Some proponents of other 
philosophical systems too do adduce certain logical devices to 
assert that dreams are real and exemplify it by means of certain 
experiences also. If their proposition itself becomes the real, 
spiritual fact or truth (Siddhanta), then this Vaitathya Prakarana 
itself will be rendered redundant, improbable. Hence, at the outset 
there arose a need for establishing the Svapna Vaitathya or falsity 
of a dream. In due course, we will examine the objections of 
these various theorists or proponents and demonstrate as to how 
their dogmas are without any worthwhile essence. For the nonce, 
assuming that the belief of the majority of the people that dreams 
are false has been proved on the strength of many Sruti state¬ 
ments as also logical devices (Yuktis), it will suffice if the 
teachings of the foregoing text are reckoned, discerned. 

Ill JAGRAT-SVAPNA EKATWA KARIKNAS 

w <nr?raT frratl IMI 

Meaning : “Therefore, (here too) the distinctions that 
exist in the waking, just as therein (i.e. within the dream) 
Vaitathya (falsity) is taught. But in the dream it is different 
because it is Antahsthana (existence within the body) as also 
it is Samvrita (contraction).” 
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AN INFERENTIAL METHOD TO DEPICT THAT 
WAKING IS MITHYA OR FALSE 


Now Shri Gaudapada is endeavouring to establish, on the 
basis of the illustration of the dream, the teaching that ‘waking 
too is Mithya (false, unreal) alone. There is apparently no pos¬ 
sibility of accepting in their literal sense either the first half or 
the second half of this Karika. If the first half Karika is translated 
literally, it means : “Therefore, because the differences are 
Antahsthana or existing inside, they say - ‘in the waking’ ; 
and for the latter half literally the meaning is : “Just as it is 
there, similarly in the dream, because there is Samvrita or con¬ 
traction, difference exists.” These sentences do. not become 
meaningful, coherent at all. For, the concept that this verse 
(Karika) has the real purport of teaching that - “Just like the 
waking, the dream is similar” - becomes evident from these 
sentences ; but, the actual situation empirically is opposed to this 
indeed. Only after it is established that a dream is false, this 
verse has been written, is it not so ? Therefore, ‘Tasmat mean¬ 
ing, ‘Thus because the dream is false’ - in this manner alone the 
meaning of this sentence has to be comprehended. According to 
the Bhashya written by Shri Sankara for this verse, the recon¬ 
ciliation will have to be understood in the manner : 

<rai I ^ f*TCRt 


II’ - meaning : “There is a difference between the waking and 

the dream ; the dream objects exist in a contracted space inside 
(the body) ; but in the waking it is not so. Even so, because the 
waking is just like the dream alone, those waking objects - just 
like the dream objects only - are false ; thus the knowledgeable 
people say.” In this sentence, the one hurdle, difficulty in com¬ 
prehending its purport is that the conclusion : ‘The dream is not 
like the waking ; therefore, just like the dream the waking too 
is false’ - does not seem to be possibly rational. Here in this 

r 

context Shri Sankara has explained the real purport behind this 
sentence in the following manner : 


■^lii^ni ttrani Tif^r i i 

i ■*rar <^ni trai MwRcisft 
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3RT:WHI^ ^ TO I 3TO^ 

Meaning : “The objects which appear in the waking are 
false - is the Pratijiia (major promise) ; for, they are objects 
(for the sight) - this is Hetu (Logical reason) ; just like 
the phenomena seen in the dream - this is Drishtanta (illus¬ 
tration) ; just as the phenomena in the dream are false, in the 
same way it is so in the waking - this is Upanayan (appli¬ 
cation of Drishtanta - the fourth term in logic, syllogism) ; 
therefore, the objects appearing (seen) in the waking too are 
false - this is Nigamanam (conclusion). Existing inside and 
existing in insufficient, contracted space - are the two features 
that are distinct, different with regard to the objects of the 
dream. Being a phenomenon (object of sight), being unreal or 
false - are the features common to both the states.” 

HOW IS IT JUSTIFIABLE TO GIVE DREAM AS AN 
ILLUSTRATION IN SUPPORT OF AN INFERENCE ? 

There is a possibility of a doubt arising, of the type - “In 
this inferential deduction utilizing dream as an illustration - is it 
proper ?” For this the consolatory explanation is : Viewed from 
the standpoint of the waking there are many dreams ; all of them 
are Antahsthana or occurring within the body. They are, in fact, 
showing phenomena which appear to exist within the body in a 
contracted space. Because it is impossible for huge phenomena 
like a mountain, an elephant etc. to exist either within our body 
or within the subtle nerves in it, to say that they are mere false 
appearances is rational too. Therefore, giving the dream as an 
example in this context is quite tenable. 

OBJECTIONS AND THEIR SOLUTIONS PERTAINING TO THE 
REASON MENTIONED IN THE BHASHYA 

Now then, “What is the meaning for the reason given (in 
the Bhashya) - viz. Because it is an object appearing ?” - this 
question has to be deliberated upon, (a) For this phrase - ‘be¬ 
cause it is an object appearing’ - if it is interpreted as - ‘because 
it appears to the dream intellect’, then because the objects which 
appear to the dream intellect are really existing in the dream that 
cannot be the cause for Mithyatwa or falsehood here. Some 
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people may argue in the manner - “First of all because the dream 
intellect itself is false ; because in the waking it gets sublated 
and because for the waking person the dream objects appear to 
be false alone - that cause is the proper one only ; but because 
the dream intellect is not an object for the dream intellect 
itself, it becomes real alone since it is not a phenomenon 
objectified. Especially in the case of the waking objects, because 
they are not objects to the dream intellect the inference that they 
too are unreal or false will be wrong, (b) To say that - “A 
thing being an object to the waking intellect alone is ‘ Drishyatwa ’ 
or objectivity” - also does not become proper. For, in the waking 
all the phenomena of the dream have been sublated ; because 
they (the dream phenomena) are objects to the memory (Smriti) 
which occurs in the waking mind (intellect), it does not at all 
become justifiable to adduce them as an analogy or illustration 
for the phenomena which are objects for the waking experience 
(Anubhava). (c) It is also not possible to doubt in the manner : 
“Merely being an object (Drishya) alone is the cause ; the dream 
phenomena are objects for the dream mind, while the waking 
phenomena are the objects for the waking mind. In any case, 
being an object to the mind or intellect is the common factor for 
both the states, is it not so ?” For, this cause does not attach 
itself either to the waking mind or the dream mind ; to wit : 
whether it is the waking mind or the dream mind, neither of them 
is an object to any mind or intellect at all. 

Apart from this, if it is contended that - “Drishyatwa or 
being an object (objectivity) is itself the cause (Hetu) for Mithyatwa 
(falsehood)” - then in that case it will have to be admitted that 
- Because in Srutis like - ‘ Atman should be found out’ - (Bri. 
2-4-5) ; ‘ Brahman who is Aprameya or not an object has to be 
cognized in one and the same manner’ - (Bri. 4-4-20) etc. - both 
Atman and Brahman have been stated to be ‘ Drishya ’ or object 
alone they too are false, is it not so ? 

To this doubt the answer is : The Sakshiprakashyatwa or 
the self-effulgence or self-illumining capability of the Witnessing 
Pure Consciousness is Itself ‘ Drishyatwa ’ or being an object - 
this alone is the real intended purport here. Sakshi (Witnessing 
Principle or Consciousness) is ‘ Nityadrigrupa' or one who is 
perennially of the nature of a seer or witness ; He alone is 
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witnessing the waking state just as He is witnessing the dream 
state. For this conclusion the Sruti also is a strong support. The 
Kathaka Sruti states that : “Having realized that great and all- 
pervading Self, by virtue of whom a man perceives the objects 
in both the dream and the waking states” - (Kathopanishad 2- 
1-4). Because in the present Mandukya Upaoishad (Mantras 3 
and 4) also it has been propounded that the Vaishwanara who 
illumines the extroverted consciousness and the Taijasa who il¬ 
lumines the introverted consciousness are both endowed with 
“seven macrocosmic limbs and nineteen microcosmic doorways” 

- that Atman or Pure Consciousness alone is verily Sakshirupa 
or the Witnessing Principle indeed. Atman alone is, in truth, the 
Vaishwanara, who illumines the waking, as well as the Taijasa, 
who illumines the dream ; because they are objects (Drishya) to 
that Sakshi the dream objects are not existing apart, separate from 
Him, and in the form they appear they are false ; in the same 
manner, the waking objects too are objects to that very Atman 
alone who is of the essence of a Witnessing Consciousness and 
hence they are false - we can surmise in this manner. If it is 
questioned in the manner •: “If it is so, what will be the plight 
of the Sruti which says that - ‘Atman too is Drishya alone’ ?” 

- then, in that context the Sruti has to be interpreted to have the 
real intention of teaching that Atman has to be comprehended to 
be ‘Adrishya’ or not an object, on the strength of one’s Intuitive 
Experience alone ( Anubhava ). For, the Sruti is preaching Atman 
to be Adrishya first and then instructs the seeker to cognize Him 
to be Adrishya alone. 

Some people have advanced an argument of the type - 
“Here because there is no motive of Drishyatwa whatsoever, we 

have to discard it and adopt a tenet like d<jacq ^ frTCRl’ in its 

place.” But the waking objects are not ‘Samvrita’ or contracted ; 
whereas in the case of the dream objects because they appear 
within the body alone one may even say that they are Samvrita. 
Antahsthana (being or existing inside), Samvritatwa (existing in 
a contracted space or region) - these two are the special char¬ 
acteristics applicable to the dream only. These two aspects 
cannot at all be made applicable to the waking objects. 
Therefore, it is proper to adopt the motive of Drishyatwa accord¬ 
ing to the Bhashya interpretation. 
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(Objection) : In the present context the motive of Drishyatwa 
is not to be found in the verse also, is it not so ? Wherefrom 
did the Bhashyakara adopt this interpretation adventitiously ? 

(Solution) : We have mentioned already a consolatory ex¬ 
planation for this. In the Sruti it has been propounded that in 
both the waking and the dream equally there exists an Atman 
endowed with 19 doorways, is it not so ? Keeping that very 
teaching in mind here, it has been stated that Atman illumines 
equally the Consciousnesses of both these states and because 
those two states are Drishya or objects* to Atman both of them 
are equally false only. Hence, if these words are interpreted 
according to the Bhashya statement, then the meaning intended 

f 

by the Sruti will be discerned. 

Here there is yet another secret teaching : Although Shri 
Sankara has borrowed, as it were, the motive of Drishyatwa from 

f 

the Sruti and has given it a form to suit an inferential method- 

W 

ology with regard to a Sruti sentence, to the effect that - “Just 
like the dream the waking too is false” - and written his com¬ 
mentary, in truth this is not an inference at all. For, if we 
deliberate upon the question as to who is it that witnesses the 
Vyapti or universal,, invariable concomitance or pervasion in the 
manner - “Wherever Drishyatwa (objectivity) exists in all such 
instances there exists Vaitathya (a feasibility of inferring, con¬ 
cluding that it is false)” - then the waking Pramatru (cognizer) 
has not witnessed it at all ; for, the memory of the type - “Now 
I have come to the dream from the waking” - can never accrue 
to anyone. The fact that - “This universally-pervasive witnessing 
capability has actually accrued to the dream Pramatru” - also 
cannot be asserted ; for, that (dream) Pramatru is quite dis¬ 
tinct, queer in essence, compared to the waking Pramatru ; 
for him therein adjuncts like body, senses, mind etc. are totally 
different indeed. No one has ever seen that dream Pramatru 
waking up in that queer form itself. Because there does not at 
all exist anyone who has witnessed the universal concomitance 
or pervasiveness (Vyapti) in this manner, the undesirable (illogi¬ 
cal) conclusion that - ‘One who infers in this way himself does 

* (Please refer to the commentary on the verses 4-36 and. 4- 
66 wherein the words ‘Chittadrishya’ and ‘Taddrishya’ are explained). 
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not exist - confronts him. Even so, it is quite familiar to everyone 
that the memory of the type - “I was seeing a dream uptil now 
and now I have woken up” - is experienced by everyone. 
Invariably accepting the Intuitive Experience of the type that - 
“Because for this Ekatwajaana or unitary Intuitive Knowledge to 
accrue there has to be perforce one and the same Kartru (agent 
of action or ‘I’ notion), that Atman who witnessed the dream 
is Himself appearing in the form of the waking Pramatru ; 
even so, He exists in His essential nature of Sakshi (Witness¬ 
ing Pure Consciousness) even now” - we can establish the truth 
that - “In both the Avasthas Atman exists equally (identi¬ 
cally) ; because the Avasthas are false, their relationship, 
association does not taint Him in the least.” We have to 
discern that in order to teach this lesson alone Shri Gaudapada 
has mentioned here ‘Antah-sthanatwa’ etc. 

THERE IS NO DISSIMILARITY BETWEEN 
WAKING AND DREAM 

(Doubt) : Because of facts like - “Dream is a state which 
occurs inside (the body) ; since it occurs in a contracted space 
the objects which appear therein are false” - etc., was it not 
earlier stated that there does exist a difference between the 
waking and the dream ? 

(Consolation) : Yes, it was mentioned. That was suggested 
for the sake of the common run of the people as a device to 
enable them to cognize the Ultimate Reality of Atman. If ob¬ 
served from the Absolute Intuitive viewpoint even that differ¬ 
ence between them is not absolutely true. The Karikakara (Shri 
Gaudapada) to whom both the states are equal has the ultimate 
purport, intention of teaching, expounding the spiritual tenet of 

- “Between these two states there does not exist any differ¬ 
ence whatsoever.” For that reason only, he has composed this 

verse to suit this his purport alone. To wit - 

- meaning - “The knowledgeable opine that the 
objects which exist in the waking are false indeed.” How is it ? 

- in answer (he states) : ‘srt-.whitJ’ - meaning : “Because they 
exist within one’s body.” (In support) it has been stated in the 
Taittiriya Brahmana 2-8-10 that - ‘SRKfwfait #3>T: i 
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"Plcf’ - meaning : “All these beings exist within (Atman) ; the 
entire universe exists within (Atman).” Since this world is ob¬ 
jectified by Atman (Pure Consciousness) we cannot say it is 
Atman ; since it is not seen apart from Him, nor is it seen 
existing independently by itself anywhere and hence it is not 
different from Him. Thus because the waking world - just like 
the dream world - cannot be affirmed to be either separate from 
Atman or identical with Him - both these states are equal in all 
aspects. 

(Doubt) : In that case, saying (knowing) that the waking 
is false, was it proper to give the example of the dream ? 

(Solution) : Here in this context, keeping in mind (assum¬ 
ing) the experience of the common people only the illustration 
of the dream (experience) is given as an example, but not with 
the intention of propounding, in the ultimate analysis or from the 
Absolute Intuitive standpoint, that both these states are of differ¬ 
ent natures in their essence per se. In truth, if it is examined 
from the Intuitive Experience viewpoint even the dream during 
the period of its actual experience in esse was being cognized 
as ‘waking’ alone. From the standpoint of that dream experience 
it also appeares as if therein :- “Apart from this waking there 
exists a dream ; this dream occurs in a contracted space within 
the body” It is true that to all of us it appears as if the dream 
is sublated in the waking. But when we are reckoning the dream 
as ‘waking’ within, that dream (within the first dream) which 
appears to occur within, also in the same manner is believed to 
be falsified indeed. Therefore, in reality there does not exist 
any difference whatsoever between the waking and the dream. 
This truth will be clarified in the following Karikas. 

Some people doubt in the manner - “In the Shariraka 
Mimamsa there is disparity, in that in Sutra 2-2-29 what has 
been expounded as - ‘The waking objects are not like (i.e. similar 
to) the dream objects’ - is opposed to the explanation given 
here.” That is not proper. For, Buddhists, who have accepted the 
fact that there exists distinction between these two states alone, 
have proclaimed that in the waking too the external objects do 
not really exist. Their logical argument is not tenable ; for, they 
themselves have acknowledged dissimilarity between the two 
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states! This, in truth, is the purport behind the Sutra. The Sutrakara 
(Shri Badarayanacharya) has not stated there anything opposed to 
the present Karika. 

THE IMPORTANT PURPORT OF THE KARIKA 

In any case, we should not forget the fact that in this verse 
really taking inferential deductions alone in a predominant sense 
any teaching has been propounded. If this inferential deduction 
alone were true, then it will 'have to be assumed that the 
Parokshajnana or knowledge of something invisible, unknown of 
the type - “Waking has to be false just like dream” - alone will 

become the last word here in this regard. In whatever manner we 

% 

may l&ok at it, because the prime purport of this Prakarana is 
indeed that - “In our Intuitive Experience we do not reckon any 
distinction whatsoever between the waking and the dream states” 
- it is not proper to determine that this teaching is mere 
inference. Even so, with the intention that the common people 
with ordinary intelligence should also attain an insight into this 
Intuitive Knowledge of the Absolute Reality, here in this context 
we have to discern that the Bhashyakara (Shri Sankara) has 
written the meaning of the verse in this form of an inferential 
proposition. 

I mil 

Meaning : “Inasmuch as the diverse things are (found 
to be) similar on the strength of the familiar grounds of 
inference, the wise say that the dream and the waking states 
are one.” 


THE WAKING AND THE DREAM ARE 
EQUAL IN ALL RESPECTS 

Now the author is signifying the fruit of the logical device 
of the form of inference which was mentioned in the previous 
Karika. The senses, the mind etc. which appear in the dream and 
the waking states are of the nature of Grahaka (cognizing or 
comprehending instruments) ; both the objects and the Sukha 
(happiness, pleasure), Duhkha (grief) that accrue from them are 
of the nature of Giahya (objects of cognition). This familiar 
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reason is applicable to both the Avasthas.* “There does not exist 
any difference whatsoever between these two ; hence, all the 
phenomena that appear therein are false alone” - are the features 
common to both. Because the dream too during the period it 
is seen appears as waking alone, for the two distinct phenom¬ 
ena of Adhyatmika and Adhibhoutika, which appear therefh 
quite similar to the waking, there does not exist any differ¬ 
ence whatsoever. From the standpoint of the Avastha which we 
are calling ‘waking’ between these two, it is real and the dream 
is false ; if we discern (Intuitively) as to how in these respec¬ 
tive Avasthas these phenomena are appearing, then'these two 
are equally false indeed. How this truth can be reckoned is 
clarified in the explanation of the meaning of the next Karika. 

^ ■qjnf^r i 

facisb Ft rrfwi: 11^11 

Meaning : “That which does not exist in the beginning 
and the end is equally so in the present (i.e. in the middle). 
Though they are on the same footing with the unreal, yet they 
are seen as though real.” 

BECAUSE THERE EXIST BEGINNING AND END FOR THE 
DRISHYAS (APPEARANCES) THEY ARE FALSE 

The dream does not appear to us always ; existing for a 
while, it disappears. We all have accepted it to be false. There¬ 
fore, because waking too appears and then disappears it becomes 
established that it is false alone. 

Here a doubt : ‘When the dream ends it is false, now we 
are really awake* - in this manner we clearly cognize.- But just 
as the dream is sublated on waking, similarly we have not seen 
the waking being false and getting sublated in any other 
Avastha. It being so, how at all can we accept both these states 
to be equal (in all respects) ? 

The solution for this is : The dream too during its period 

* (To w'it, ‘Drishyatwa’ is a reason which is invariably com¬ 
mon to both ; a more familiar reason is there viz. ‘Grahya-Grahakatwa.’ 
This fact has been mentioned here as a supporting device for.Anumana 
or inference). 
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appears as (real as) waking alone. From the standpoint of that 
dream, at that instant, it appears as though there is another dream 
within that (first) dream and that inner (second) dream appears 
as though it is sublated in the (first) dream which we have (then) 
believed to be waking alone. In the same way, just because from 
the standpoint of the state which we have at present believed, 
reckoned to be waking, the state which appears to be the dream 
within alone gets sublated - to believe that this state alone 
(indisputably) is the waking and that it never gets sublated 
is wrong. For, even when the dream within the (first) dream was 
sublated that (first) dream which had the other (second) dream 
in its womb, as it were, was then believed by us to be ‘waking’ 
alone, never to get sublated indeed. Even so, that (first dream) 
state is false now. 

(Doubt) : This is not proper. For, even in the illustration 
mentioned by you, it amounted to saying that only the dream was 
the one which got sublated but not that the waking got sublated. 
In one night alone it is possible for many dreams to occur ; 
although they are different or queer each from the other, all of 
them eventually get falsified in the waking. But in the same 
manner, in one day alone many wakings do not occur nor do 
they get falsified at all ; is it not so ? Even if any one out of 
obstinacy maintains that - “This waking phenomenon too is a 
delusion ; the belief that - all the objects that exist in it are really 
existing - is also a delusion” - because all the people have 
acknowledged the fact that dreams are many and the objects 
which exist in those dreams do not have any mutual relationship 
whatsoever, it amounts to saying that the spiritual (philosophical) 
teaching that - “Waking and dream are equal in all respects” - 
is rendered to be wrong alone, is it not so ? 

For this the solution is : Whichever state that we reckon 
as a dream does not at all appear to be a dream at that time ; 
on the other hand, (during that period) all that dream is appearing 
as ‘waking’ alone. Observed from this standpoint, because all 
the states appear to be, then at that instant, waking alone - 
to determine the state which appears as waking to be not a 
dream - we do not have any proof whatsoever. Besides, just 
as the objects of the dream can never enter into the waking, 
in the same way the waking objects can never cross over into 
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the dream. The objects belonging to the dream world are un¬ 
dergoing changes during the dream time ; but we cannot doubt 
in the manner - “The waking objects are steady, is it not so ?” 
Although it has been determined from the standpoint of the 
physical sciences that the waking world is also undergoing changes, 
mutations every moment, we believe that it is steady, that is all. 
In the same way, we have believed that the dream objects during 
the dream time are steady alone ; or, in the alternative, by virtue 
of certain changes that occur in the waking even if we believe 
those (waking) phenomena to be non-etemal we never reckon 
them to be false - in the same way, in the dream too we reckon 
that the dream objects are non-etemal only, but no one at that 
dream time reckons in the manner - “All this is false, for this 
is a dream” - at all. Therefore, in this respect too there does 
not exist any distinction whatsoever between the waking and the 
dream. 

Another consideration : Just as the dream appears and then 
vanishes, in the same way the waking too appears and vanishes. 

While the special type of explanation for was being 

given we had clarified the tenet that - “Both waking and dream 
exist in Atman alone” - (Refer to commentary on Karika 4 
above). What we have believed to the effect that - “The dream 
appears only for a short period, while the waking lasts for 
a long time” - is invariably from the waking viewpoint only. 
But whether it is the. waking world or the time that appears to 
exist within it - they can never squeeze, or sneak in, into the 
dream world. This fact we will further clarify (in the commentary 
on the 14th Karika). It being so, because the state which we are 
believing (reckoning) to be waking also, just like the state which 
we are believing to be dream, is appearing and vanishing in 
Atman alone, it is not possible for us to assume the literal 
meaning of the phrase - “in the beginning as also in the end” 
- and to apply or attach a time-bound chronological order of the 
type - “waking precedes, dream follows” - to the states. However 
in both the states, the awareness of the type - “The whole of 
the dream is sublated, while the whole of waking remains 
without sublation” - especially persists doggedly. But if ob¬ 
served Intuitively in order to detect as to which is waking and 
which is dream, we do not at all have any exclusive, uncommon 
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significance. Therefore, what we have stated - that the two states 
are equal in all respects is correct, justified. 

■yyqNndi ftai -^r teuton i 

Tig % ^JrlT: l|Vs|| 

Meaning : “Their utility is contradicted in dream. There¬ 
fore, from the fact of their having a beginning and an end they 
are rightly held to be unreal.” 

CATEGORIES OF CAUSATION AND UTILITY OF OBJECTS 
OF ANY STATE ARE CONFINED TO THE RESPECTIVE 

STATE ALONE 

Here a doubt : The statement that - “Because the phenom¬ 
ena of the waking have a beginning and an end they are false” 
- does not appear to be correct. For, as the false appearances, like 
nacre-silver and rope-snake etc., that are seen in the waking exist 
only at the time of their appearance, we may even ascribe 
Mithyatwa (falsity) to those phenomena for which there is a 
beginning as also an end. In fact, after they are falsified or 
sublated, all the people do agree by saying - “They did not exist 
really.” But from real silver things like ornaments, utensils etc. 
can be made. If a real snake bites a man the poison spreads in 
his blood stream and it causes death. In the same way, the food 
available in the waking satiates hunger ; water quenches thirst. 
It being so, because the waking objects have a beginning and an 
end we can, if we so wish, say they are ‘unreal’ ; but can we 
reasonably say that they are, like the nacre-silver, rope-snake etc., 
false ? The nacre-silver is of no utility, nor has the rope-snake 
ever bitten anybody ; where is the comparison between these 
false phenomena, on the one hand, and the real objects like silver 
and snake, on the other ? 

Solution for this : The causation categories concerning 
objects like food and drink existing in the waking are sublated 
in the dream. One who has had a sumptuous meal and has slept, 
in his dream feels exhausted, weak from hunger. One who has 
drunk enough water here in the waking and has slept, may in 
his dream suffer from excessive thirst parching his tongue. It is 
quite familiar that a person who has become completely satiated 
by eating food and drinking water in a dream, on waking, finds 
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that satiation not being there at all, is it not so ? What is the 
difference between these events ? There is a beginning and an 
end to waking, similarly the dream too has them ; in this 
regard, between these two states there does not exist any 
difference, distinction whatsoever. In fact, to say that - 
“Because they exist for a short duration, they are Anitya or non- 
etemal (or unreal)” - is also not proper. For, -all of us have 
acknowledged that a dream is a mere false appearance. When we 
are awake no one ever thinks or believes that the dream world 
might be existing somewhere in an unknown region. In the same 
manner, when the dream lasts, it is reasonable to infer, 
conclude that the waking world does not exist anywhere at 
all. 


Now yet another objection : There are reports that modem 
psychologists examine and analyse the mental habits and proclivi¬ 
ties of patients and cure mental diseases or ailments. Apart from 
this, certain Yogis are claiming that they can enter into the dream 
world, can cognize the news, events therein and can come back 
and report. It being so, it amounts to saying that the waking mind 
is capable of being responsible for the causation factors of the 
dream objects too. But no one from the dream world coming 
to our waking in this manner is in our experience. Therefore, 
it does not appear to be proper to say either because the dream 
appears only for a short while it is false ; or only the waking 
state is like the dream false, is it not so ? 

Solution for this : This is not proper. For, those psycholo¬ 
gists as well as Yogis are trying to examine the dream from the 
waking standpoint only. While himself being in his waking state, 
the doctor - who by knowing what another person saw in his 
dream is endeavouring to diagnose - has not gone out of his own 
waking and has not wandered, ventured out anywhere else, is it 
not so ? In the same way, to say that the Yogi, without accepting 
the waking and the dream are distinct Avasthas, entered into 
(another’s) dream state is meaningless, ridiculous ! Is it not 
so ? Till one has the memory of the waking all those expe¬ 
riences that accrue must necessarily (belong to or) be waking 
alone, is it not so ? It being so, the memory of the type - “I 
can examine the dream” ; “I have entered into the dream state 
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and have returned to waking” - is invariably an assessment of 
the dream based on his waking viewpoint alone. But the ques¬ 
tion - “What is the real dream experience ?” - has to be 
cognized from the dream experience viewpoint alone. Therein, 
the concept of the type - “This is actually a dream” - does 
not exist at all ; in fact, it creates a deep, innate belief to the 
effect that it is waking alone. With regard to the Avastha which 
appears to be a dream while one is in his waking, every one has 
perforce to accept the fact that he felt in the manner - “During 
that period it appeared to me as waking alone.” It is also certain 
that no one reckons at that time in the manner - “I have come 
from the waking state to this dream state.” Therefore, it is doubly 
established that what you opined as the dream examination is 
actually from the waking standpoint alone. Apart from this, for 
a particular psychologist in his dream itself there is a possibility 
of his having dreamt in the manner - “This is waking ; let me 
learn from this sick person about his dream experiences and then 
let me try to cure him of that disease.” Merely on that count it 
cannot at all be determined that the first dream existed in that 
second dream which appeared to have occurred therein, is it not 
so ? Hence, to believe that waking exists in dream too is 
merely a delusion indeed. Therefore it becomes fully established 
that - “Howsoever deep we fathom, the two Avasthas like waking 
and dream have a beginning and an end ; because they do not 
at all exist one in the other, they are false states alone which 
appear for a while. 

Here in this context some people have adopted a different 
recension of - ‘TO4W-MI itat nfciW - meaning : “The fact 

that the waking objects are of utility is seen (cognized) in the 
dream also.” But because to the following sentence of 
- both states having beginning and end this recension does not 
agree, this latter is not proper. If we adopt the present form of 
the Karika as given in this text, then the rational explanation to 
the effect - “Just as the objects which appear in the dream, 
although they appear to be of utility - Artha Kriyakari (causation 
and utility categories) - in the waking, all that knowledge is 
sublated - similarly although here (in the waking) the objects 
appear to be of utility, this knowledge is invariably sublated in 
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the dream. For, it is in everyone’s experience that one who has 
eaten food and has got satiated in the waking appears in the 
dream to be hungry” - becomes evident and expedient. 

fR^t ii^ii 

Meaning : “The unique attribute is a mere appearance 
of the experiences in a particular state, as it is in the case of 
the dwellers in heaven. This he experiences by going there, 
just as one, well informed, does in the world.” 

MERELY BECAUSE OF THE APPEARANCE OF A UNIQUE 
ATTRIBUTE THE DREAM CANNOT BE RECKONED 

TO BE TRUE OR REAL 

(Objection) : To say that - “Just like the dream' is the 
waking state” - is not proper ; for, in the illustration of the dream 
not only what is seen in the waking but also, in addition, certain 
unique attributes exist. It . being so, how is it proper to say that 
the waking is just like the dream ? 

(Solution) : It is true that qualities or attributes which are 
not seen in the waking may appear to exist for Atman in the 
dream. Therein it may appear as if one is seated like Lord Indra 
on an elephant with four tusks, or one may realize therein that 
he is, like three-eyed Maheshwara, having three eyes. Though 
this is true, it is the rule of law of the region ( Sthanidharma ) - 
meaning, a quality unique to that Avastha, but not at all a 
Svatahsiddha Dharma or self-established quality. When the dream 
exists only, it (this unique or exotic quality or characteristic) 
appears, but not that it actually is attached to Atman’s essential 
nature. Although a stick dipped in water appears to be crooked 
because of the refraction of light, in reality the stick therein has 
not become bent, and when the stick is lifted up above the water 
it is seen to exist as before (straight, and not crooked or bent) ; 
observing this, on this analogy, we can understand, comprehend 
this truth. In the same way, what is seen in the dream as though 
it was a queer unique quality truly belongs to the adjunct of the 
dream alone ; for, as soon as we wake up that appearance is 
sublated. 

In the first half of the Karika what is stated as - 

©\ 
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WifttjHf fir* - is a usage of a neutral gender in the common 
translation which is a unique idiomatic feature of the Sanskrit 

language. If it had been stated as - '3PT^f: wiwrf fir* - what 

would have been the transliteration - that meaning we have to 
take in this context. Those queer characteristics this Atman alone 
witnesses therein. Just as on the strength of a habit of seeing 
such phenomena for a long time Atman sees in the manner - 
“These are such and such objects” - here in the waking and is 
recognizing the things, in the same way on the strength of a habit 
of the dream state Atman is seeing those queer things therein. 
The Svapnatman (called ‘Taijasatman’ in Mandukya Upanishad) 
reckons in the manner - “I am seeing these things here for a long 
time” - and not that He cognizes in the manner - “These, 
phenomena have come into being here anew just now.” If ob¬ 
served Intuitively, therein the habit formed on the strength a 
long-standing impression does not exist whatsoever ; those are 
really false, unreal phenomena which are witnessed because of 
the dream influence or domination. Even so, He is seeing them 
therein just as He is seeing real objects here in the waking ; 
therefore, merely on this ground of uniqueness the dream is not 
rendered to be true, real ; for, as soon as we wake up it becomes 
clearly seen that all those phenomena are false alone. 

On the whole, what is to be discerned here is : When we 
observe from the waking viewpoint the fact that - “The unique 
or queer qualities that we see in the dream are phenomena which 
are bizarre and irrational when compared to • the conditions here 
in the waking” - it may appear to be totally wrong, illogical to 
comprehend, reckon this waking to be equal to that (bizarre) 
dream state ; but because of the fact that during the dream time 
all that experience therein is, like the waking experience, certain 
and convincing, merely on that one count we cannot imagine any 
difference (inequality) between the two states. For, whatever 
Avastha in which we see a world of duality is being experi¬ 
enced by us all that occurs or strikes as if it is verily waking 
experience (to wit, as real) only and not in the manner - 
“This is a dream (to wit, unreal)” - at all. Thus the Vedantic 
truth that - “In all respects the Avasthas or states of Conscious¬ 
ness which we are calling ‘waking’ and ‘dream’ in our workaday 
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dealings are identical, equal” - will be explained in the following 
Karikas. 

Therefore, what we said that - “Because both states have 
beginning and end ( Adyanta ), these two states of waking and 
dream are false” - is correct. 

ll^ll 

Meaning : “Even in the dream state itself, anything 
imagined by the inner consciousness is unreal, while anything 
experienced by the outer consciousness is real. (But) both 
kinds of things are seen to be false.” 

Meaning : “Even in the waking state, whatever is im¬ 
agined by the inner consciousness is false and whatever is 
perceived by the outer consciousness is true. It is reasonable 
that both these should be unreal.” 

IDENTIFICATIONS OF THE TYPE OF ‘INSIDE’ 

AND ‘OUTSIDE’ IN BOTH STATES ARE EQUAL 

(Objection) : Although in what is reckoned as waking just 
like the dream ‘differences or distinctions, do appear, in the 
waking we actually perceive the objects externally outside our¬ 
selves. But in the dream the phenomena are appearing internally 
within us. Thus there exists distinction between these two states, 
is it not so ? 

(Consolation) : Observing from the waking viewpoint it is 
true that this distinction is seen ; but, while we are actually 
experiencing the dream this distinction is not striking, flashing to 
us in the least. Therein too internally - that is, in our Antahkarana 
or mind only - the phenomena which are appearing are false. The 
distinctions of the objects which are conceived by the mind are 
merely imaginations ; they appear to be ‘false’ indeed. Externally 
- that is, as if existing outside our body - those objects which 
appear strike as if they are really existing indeed. But just as it 
becomes certain as soon as we wake up that both these appear- 
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ances (to wit, internal and external phenomena) were false only, 
in the same way it is proper to surmise, infer that these phenom¬ 
ena of the waking too are false .alone. 

Here in this context one important, unique teaching that 
has to be discerned is : Everyone of us has strongly believed 
during the deliberation that - “Waking, dream and deep sleep - 
these three states occur to me alone.” When observed from this 
standpoint, the fact that these three phenomena are Vrittis (con¬ 
cepts) alone which occur in our Antahkarana is being signified 
by the Karikakara here by words like - “Svapnavritti” and 

9 

“Jagradvritti”. In the Sruti what is explained in the manner - 
“The waking Atman is Bahishprajna” and “The dream Atman is 
Antahprajna” - is from this viewpoint alone. In fact, what we 
have reckoned in the manner that - “Waking is an Avastha which 
occurs when by the help of the senses the external objects are 
perceived” and “Dream is an Avastha which - without the 
functioning of the senses, by the force of Vasana or latent 
impressions - appears within us alone by virtue of the functioning 
of the mind” - is also from this viewpoint alone ; the opponent 
has accepted and thereby put forth the objection by following this 
viewpoint only. 

But, when we deliberate on the strength of the experience 
(Intuitively) of the respective state, there does not appear any 
difference or distinction whatsoever between these two Avasthas. 
For, in both the Avasthas it appears as though we possess all 
these paraphernalia, separately, distinctively, like body, mind, 
intellect, ego, memory, five vital forces (Panchapranas), ten sense 
organs. With a view to inculcating this viewpoint upon our mind, 

the Sruti has adduced the qualification of (one 

who has nineteen doorways) to both the Atmans (to wit, to 
Vaishwanara Atman and to Taijasa Atman). The purport behind 
that qualification is the fact that we reckon within those two 
Avasthas that the (respective) Atman is endowed with nineteen 
adjuncts like mind, intellect etc. By following this tenet how we 
should comprehend the meanings of the qualifications like 
‘Antahprajna’ and ‘Bahihprajna’ has been signified by Shri Sankara 
in the following manner : 
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(1) I W ' ? IFT IT: I 

W ifPt arfciai^di 3^qra% n” 

Meaning : “One who has the Prajna or cognition (con¬ 
sciousness) of an object outside, external to himself is 

Bahishprajnah. One whose cognition (consciousness) which, 

\ 

being conjured up or projected by Avidya, appears as though 
having external objects - (He is called Bahishprajnah).” 

SR^SFTT 3RT:T*^lct, TTTO:, <lgl*HUp>HI ^ W ’TFT ?fh 
3RT:W= II 

Meaning : “When compared to the senses, the mind is 
internal or inside, much more than those senses ; because He 
has a cognition which is of the nature of their latent impres¬ 
sions, He is called Antahprajnah.” 

According to the above Bhashya sentences it becomes evident 
that the waking cognition or consciousness and its offshoot of 
cognition of the form or nature of latent impressions (Vasanarupa) 
- both are projections of Avidya and are appearing associated 
with manifested objects (worlds of duality) and without any 
manifested duality but of the nature of latent impressions 
(Vasanamaya), respectively. Further, if we comprehend the subtle 

meaning of the phrases - ‘TTfafarfppj’ - all the doubts 

/ 

will be removed. The Bhashyakara (Shri Sankara) has stated 
that - “Because of the fact that Vishwa is Savishaya, a Prajna 
or cognition which is gross is Bhojya or to be experienced or 
consumed ; but in the dream especially (to the Taijasa) mere pure 
Prajna is Bhojya.” From this, it amounts to saying that the Prajna 
or cognition is itself the Bhojya and Vishwa, Taijasa are the 
Bhoktrus or consumers, enjoyers. This leads to the clear con¬ 
clusion that both Vishwa and Taijasa Atmans are illumining 
the cognitions or awarenesses of their respective Avasthas as 
forms of Pure, Absolute Witnessing (Sakshi) Consciousness 
indeed. To those people who keep this subtle teaching in mind 
it will now become very clear that - “In both the Avasthas 
what appears as ‘inside’ and ‘outside’ is to the respective 
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Prajna or cognition ; but to the Sakshi who witnesses (per¬ 
vades or illumines) even those Prajnas there does not exist 
either an inside or an outside.” 

Thus because both the Avasthas are appearing as of one and 
the same form or nature - to wit, from the standpoint of the 
respective Avastha because both of them invariably comprise two 
divisions of the types of Sat (real) and Asat (false, unreal) - it 
becomes tantamount to accepting that it is quite reasonable, 
justifiable to determine that both these states are of equal 
existence, reality alone. Based on the waking standpoint and 
assuming the distinctions of ‘waking’ and ‘dream’ alone, here in 
this context it is stated that - “It is proper to say that both these 
are false.” But if we - according to the explanation given for the 
qualification of ‘ Antahsthanattu ’ previously in Karika 4 - enter¬ 
tain the opinion that - “That which exists within Atman” - then 
there does not exist any difference or distinction whatsoever 
between these two Avasthas. For, in both the Avasthas those 
objects which are ‘inside’ or ‘within’ appear as of real nature 
and those objects which are ‘outside’ appear as of false, 
unreal nature, and in this respect both are equal indeed. 
Further, the feature of both these Avasthas, during their 
respective periods, appearing as ‘waking’ alone is also equal 
to both. Therefore, because it is not possible at all to specify or 
detect in the manner - “This is dream” ; “This is waking” - it 
is reasonable to discern that these two states which appear 
in (superimposed upon) one and the same Atman (Pure 
Absolute Consciousness) are verily false, unreal - just as in 
one and the same rope the phenomena that appear to exist 
in various forms of a snake or a crevice in the ground etc. 
are truly Vikalpa or figments of imagination alone. 

Ill THE ABSOLUTELY PURE ATMAN ALONE IS 
THE SUBSTRATE FOR ALL IMAGINATIONS 

3 few.- nun 

Meaning : “If all objects in both the states be unreal, 
who apprehends these objects and who is indeed their 
creator ?” 
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OBJECTION AGAINST THE TENET THAT BOTH WAKING 

AND DREAM ARE UNREAL 

Here an objection : If it is so, it amounts to saying that 
to imagine the distinctions of ‘waking’ and ‘dream’ is itself a 
Bhranti or delusion alone. Even if it is accepted that both these 
states are mere appearances, still the question that - “To whom 
does this delusion accrue ?” - remains. Your conclusion, judge¬ 
ment is that the waking cognizer (Pramatru) is, like the dream 
cognizer, imagined, is it not so ? If it is so, who is it that 
imagines like that ? And, who is it that, by means of deliberation, 
determines and discerns in the manner - “This is not real” ? Yet 
another doubt. If we have to misconceive a stump of a tree as 
a human being, both those objects have to be real only. If you 
say that - “There is no tree, nor there is a human being ; but 
the tree itself is being misconceived as a human being” - then 
it would not be proper at all, is it not so ? However, you have 
determined and declared that the objects that appear in both the 
states are verily false, unreal ! Here, how at all can there be a 
distinction of the type - “First there is Bhranti ; and later on it 
gets sublated and the correct knowledge accrues” - brought 
about ? In addition to this, only to a person who is endowed 
with cognizing means like the senses, the mind etc. there can be 
either delusion or the correct knowledge which can sublate it, is 
it not so ? But in your spiritual teaching all the means of 
cognition like the senses, the mind etc. which appear in both the 
Avasthas have become (have been deduced to be) false alone ; 
how is this tenable at all ? 

In any case, thus by remembering a dream to determine that 
both the waking and the dream are false there is invariably a 
necessity of a Jnatru (knower) who is the substrate for the 
memory (Smriti) and knowledge (Jnana). In order that this Jnatru 
obtains Bhranti and Nishchayajnana (conviction) there have to be 
necessarily things which are objects for him. In order that he 
misconceives and then determines as to what is proper or real, 
he should necessarily possess Karanas (instruments) of knowl¬ 
edge. In your Siddhanta which proclaims that none of these really 
exists, this distinction of delusion and its sublation does not 
suit at all, is it not so ? - This alone is the essence of the 
objection. 
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i^lMd 11*311 

Meaning : “The self-effulgent Self imagines Himself 
through Himself by the power of His own Maya. The Self 
Himself cognizes the objects. Such is the definite conclusion 
of Vedanta.” 

THE FACT THAT BOTH THE REGIONS ARE FALSE IS 
ESTABLISHED BY AGAMA (SASTRA) 

For this objection mentioned above the solution is : We are 
not expounding the tenet that these two Avasthas are false, unreal 
on the strength of any illustration following dialectics. This teach¬ 
ing is being divined and discerned by us from Agama (Sastra, 
Sruti) alone. We are merely formulating, by means of the logical 
devices known from those Srutis, this above teaching, that is all. 
In the Agama Prakarana, propounding with regard to 

Vaishwanara and Taijasa that both of them are - 

q<*lHfas!iRl W:" - meaning - “Endowed with seven (macrocosmic) 

limbs, nineteen doorways” - both the Atmans are described 
equally alike. Therefore, it has amounted to saying that the 
Agama has hinted, suggested that both these Avasthas are 
equal, identical alone. That very teaching we are suitably 
mentioning by logical device only. That is all. 

Now, if we examine in accordance with Agama (the tradi¬ 
tional methodology handed down pedagogically from time imme- 
modal adopting the Sastraic reasoning) both the Avasthas which 
all of us are dealing with empirically as ‘waking’ and ‘dream’ 
are, in truth, being experienced by us in one and the same 
manner ; and this fact of life is universally acceptable. It is not 
possible at all for any logician worth his salt to refute this. In 
both those Avasthas the respective Pramatm within them deems 
that the world at large is perceived by his senses alone. He is 
also thinking, believing that the objects which exist outside are 

0 

real (entities which really exist) and the phenomena which are 
conceived, imagined inside are Asat or false, unreal. It is also in 
everyone’s experience that when one of these Avasthas accrues 
the other does not exist at all. Even so, it is possible for an 
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innate identification of the type - “I woke up from a dream ; 
dream is false, this waking is the real experience” - to accrue 
in both the Avasthas. It is absolutely certain now that although 
the Pramatru (cognizer) of the waking did not at all exist in 
the dream, the one who is having the innate identification of 
the type - “I am awake” - is himself misconceiving (wrongly 
reckoning) in the manner - “I myself saw the dream”. There¬ 
fore, it became expedient for us to determine that - “Both 
these Avasthas were illumined by a Sakshi who is totally 
distinct from Pramatru ; that Sakshi Himself now is experi¬ 
encing in the form of a Pramatru both the Avasthas.” 

ATMAN HIMSELF IS THE SUBSTRATE FOR THE IMAGINA¬ 
TIONS OF THE FORMS OF THE THREE AVASTHAS 

Hence, the one who has witnessed the two Avasthas is 
Sakshi Himself. The fact that - “In Atman alone these two 
Avasthas and the distinctions of Pramatru, Pramana and 
Prameya that exist in them are merely imagined” - is irre¬ 
futable, incontrovertible indeed. 

It being so, the logical arguments and questions of the type 

“How at all can Atman - without having any association or 
relationship whatsoever with anything else, and existing as Ab¬ 
solute, Pure, Transcendental and without performing any acts 
whatsoever - imagine this distinction of Pramatru, Pramana and 
Prameya in Himself ? The Pramatru, who is endowed with 
Karana or means of action is tied down, confined to the 
respective Avastha ; whereas the Sakshi exists without any 
contact or relationship with the Avasthas. It being so, who is 
it that imagines these Avasthas and the different phenomena 
which are seen divided in the forms of planes like Adhyatmika 
(corporeal), Adhibhoutika (physical) etc. ? Without the Karanas 
how could Atman see at all ? Without the real things existing, 
how could the false phenomena which appear to be like them be 
imagined at all ?” - are all truly sophism, fallacious casuistry ! 
In fact, because these two Avasthas appearing in this manner 
is in everyone’s experience as also their apparent realities are 
appearing and vanishing, the logical conclusion drawn to the 
effect that both of them are false, unreal is itself the incon¬ 
trovertible logic. Logic should always be in consonance with 
universal experience (To wit, in this context it is the comprehen- 
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sive Intuitive Experience of the Sakshi Chaitanya) and not op¬ 
posed to it. Therefore, Atman alone is the really existing Entity ; 
although in Him alone this distinction of Jnatru, Jhana, Jneya 
appears within these two Avasthas, in the form in which this 
distinction appears it is false, unreal indeed ; it should be 
determined that its substrate in the absolute sense is Atman 

r 

alone who is the Witnessing Pure Consciousness. This alone 
is the Vedanta Siddhanta or the genuine spiritual teaching of 
Vedanta. 

ATMAN CONCEIVES EVERYTHING BY VIRTUE OF MAYA 

Because there does not exist any stronger logic which 
strikes down this conclusion which is arrived at on the strength 
of universal Intuitive Experience (Anubhava), those superlative, 
highly-qualified seekers on the strength of this much Intuitive 
deliberation, discrimination alone will decide, determine that - 
“Atman is the Ultimate, Absolute, Transcendental Reality ; both 
the waking and the dream states are false, unreal - mere false 
appearances misconceived, imagined in Atman alone ; therefore, 
their essential nature is Atman alone.” Even so, for the sake of 
satisfying or appeasing the minds of middle and low grade 
seekers, devotees, here Shri Gaudapadacharya has stated that - 
“Atman by virtue of His own Maya has imagined, conceived 
Himself in Himself alone.” 

What is meant by Maya ? To this question the answer is : 
Although Atman is ever devoid of any kinds of mutations like 
birth, death etc. and is verily non-dual, names and forms are 
imagined as if they belong to Atman’s essential nature (Swarupa) 
by dint of Avidya ; it is not possible at all to affirm them in 
the manner they appear to be either as Atman Himself or inde¬ 
pendent entities existing apart from Atman. Just as in the illus¬ 
tration it seems that although foam, from the standpoint of its real 
essence, is water alone, in the form it appears it is neither water 
nor is it a substance existing independently apart from water - 
similarly these names and forms - observed from the viewpoint 
of workaday transactions (Vyavaliara Drishti) conjured up by 
Avidya - it is not possible at all to assert that they are verily 
Atman or they are different, separate entities apart from Atman. 
Such names and forms which are thus indescribable, indefinable 
(Anirvachaniya) are called by various synonyms as Prakriti, Bija 
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(seed form) for Samsara, Atman’s (Iswara’s) Shakti, Maya in 

f 

Srutis and Smritis. When observed from the waking viewpoint in 
the Atman who exists in deep sleep there exists a ‘seed’ called 
‘Agrahana’, which is of the nature of ‘not comprehending any¬ 
thing’ ; from that ‘seed’ the ‘Anyathagrahana’, which is of the 
nature of perceiving Atman Himself in a different form, exists in 
both waking and dream ; since we have so far established that 
both these Avasthas are indeed (in their essence) one and the 
same Avastha, in the dream, which is having these two forms, 
this Anyathagrahana appears to exist. In order to expound this 
implicit teaching alone in the sixth Mantra of Mandukya 
Upanishad, Prajna was stated to be “He alone is the Prabhava- 
pyaya or place of origin and dissolution of all beings”. With a 
view to further elaborating that very fact here it is stated that - 
“Atman conceives (all of them) by virtue of His Maya.” This 
one phenomenon itself is called ‘Agrahana’ - meaning, non¬ 
comprehension, from the Adhyatmika Drishti (the viewpoint 
the subjective, corporeal aspect) and from Bahyadrishti (the ex¬ 
ternal viewpiont) it is called “Maya Bija” meaning, mystical 
seed form. Just as to a person suffering from the defect, disease 
of cataract if one moon alone appears as two, from the intro¬ 
verted Adhyatmika Drishti it is called a Bhranti or delusion 
brought about by the defect of the eyes and from the extroverted 
viewpoint of what is seen it is dealt with as ‘the second moon’, 
is it not so ? In the same manner here too we should understand, 
discern it. 

THE WRONG CONCEPTS OF THE PROPONENTS OF 

VYAKHYANA PRASTHANA 

Failing to comprehend, discern the real intention, purport of 
this Karika which is written in order to clarify the tenet that - 
“Atman who is the substrate, basis for the concepts of the two 
Avasthas of waking and dream is the one non-dual Absolute 

9 

Reality”, the post-Sankara Vyakhyanakaras have raised a doubt 
here in this context and on the pretext of providing, suggesting 
a solution for it have, in fact, whipped up a big controversy 
itself; their doubt is - “Who is it that imagines ? Is it Brahman 
or are they the Jivas ?” 

The solution offered for this doubt by a section of the 
Vyakhyanakaras is : (1) The Jivas themselves are those who 
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imagine. Because Jivatwa or soulhood is itself imagined, before 
the imagination there would not be any Jiva and thereby it 
becomes quite expedient, logical that only after imagination ensues 
the Jivatwa follows and only after Jivatwa is established the 
imagination can ensue ; thus a doubt about this kind of a defect 
of mutual dependence (Anyonyashraya Dosha) may arise here. 
But because all this is Mayika or the product, projection due to 
illusion and that in the case of Maya no defect whatsoever 
attaches itself here in this context, there is really no defect at all. 
Merely because a Mayavi or magician appears to have cut-off his 
own head, really he has not done so, is it not so ? Similarly here 
also we must understand, or, in the alternative, from one seed a 
tree and from that tree another seed - thus each from the other 
in a perennial series they can be bom, is it not so ? In the same 
way, Jiva and Avidya - their series is perennial. Therefore, here 
there is no defect whatsoever. This is another logical device to 
solve the doubt. 

Some others say with regard to this topic : 

(2) Brahman Itself is imagining here. The solution to the 
query “To Brahman which is of the very essence of Pure 
Consciousness (Jhanarupa) how could Avidya attach itself ?” - 
that these disputants proffer is : When it is said - “Brahman is 
Jhanarupa” - there is no import of the type - “The knowledge 
that is engendered by the Sruti” - at all ; for, that knowledge 
is non-etemal, while the Knowledge which is verily the essential 
nature of Atman is eternal. Similarly, it does not also mean - “A 
form devoid of Avidya” ; for we have not accepted such a tenet 
at all. Further although the interpretation that - “Jhanarupa means 
that which is endowed with the essential nature of Chaitanya or 
Pure, Absolute Consciousness” - suits Brahman, but because that 
essential nature subsists for all Jivas, there does not exist any 
difference whatsoever between this essential nature and Avidya. 
Now, against this theory the opponents point out a defect : If it 
is assumed that Brahman alone imagines Jivatwa - then it would 
amount to saying that if one Jiva attains Mukti everyone else will 
perforce have to attain Mukti. For, apart from Brahman Jivas 
do not at all exist ; hence, if Brahman’s Avidya vanishes it 
amounts to saying that everyone’s Avidya disappears. Or, in 
the alternative, even for one who has attained the Brahmabhava 
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or essential nature of Brahman, there cannot accrue Mukti ; for, 
those proponents of that theory have accepted that for Brahman 
alone there is Avidya. Therefore, it is tantamount to saying that 
even after the Self-realized Souls (Mukta Jivas) have attained 
the essential nature of Pure Consciousness (Brahmabhava), 
Avidya invariably subsists indeed. For this objection the solu¬ 
tion that is offered by Brahmavidyavadins (proponents of the 
theory that Avidya attaches to Brahman) is : This objection is not 
proper. For, we have not accepted the tenet that - “Apart from 
Brahman there exist many Jivas” - at all. Therefore, in our 
doctrine if the Avidya that has affected Brahman in the form 
of Jivatwa is removed, only one (Jiva) attains Mukti. In 
contrast to this, in your doctrine if the Avidya that projects 
Jivabheda or distinct Jivas is reckoned as one and one alone, then 
the defect of the type - “If one attains Mukti, everyone else 
perforce will have to attain Mukti” - becomes unavoidable. If 
you contend that each person has one separate Avidya, then you 
are confronted with the Gouravadosha or defect of (not attaching 
the proper dignity, respect and esteem for Sastravakya) for imag¬ 
ining many Avidyas. Apart from this, because Jiva is imagined 
(misconceived) in Brahman, you have to perforce accept that 
he is Jadarupa (of the nature of insentience, being inert) ; 
further, you have to -accept that because he is conceived, he is 
invariably with a beginning (Sadi). Hence, the doctrine that - 
“Jiva is the substrate for Anadi beginningless Avidya” - cannot 
be sustained. If Avidya is removed, Jivas will have to be de¬ 
stroyed ; then, there is no scope whatsoever for Muktas to exist ; 
if it is contented that Avidya never gets destroyed, then it will 
amount to saying - “Vidya is Avidya alone” ; for, you have 
accepted the tenet that by virtue of Vidya, Avidya is not de¬ 
stroyed. Further, you offer another solution that - “In the case 
of Maya there is no Anupapatti or absence of reasonable grounds” 
- is it not so ? In that case, Muktas also can have Kaipana or 
imagination ; for, you have yourself accepted that in the theory 
of Maya there is no defect whatsoever. In any case, the opinion 
of these Brahmashrita\'idyavadias (proponents of the theory that 
Brahman is the substrate for Avidya) is that - “Thus if the tenet 
that ‘By means of Vidya, Avidya is removed’ - is to be sus¬ 
tained, then we have to conceive that to Brahman alone Avidya 
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attaches.” In this manner, the followers of these two rival theo¬ 
ries are seen to be pointing out such other many defects and 
discrepancies in each other’s doctrines. 

THE DEFECTS IN VYAKHYANA PRASTHANA 

Now we have to examine as to which of these two opinions 
has Shri Gaudapada accepted. For, if we read the Karika - 
“When the Jiva wakes up” - (1-lb) he appeared to have accepted 
the Jivashritavidyavada or the theory that Jiva is the substrate for 
Avidya. Because he has also stated that - “The deity called 
Atman has imagined Himself by Himself’ - here it appears as 
though he purports to say that Paramatman Himself is the 
substrate for Avidya. Just as saying - “A job can be done this 
way, as also that way” - we cannot affirm that - “The essential 
nature of an entity may be this way, as also it may be that way” 

- and hence we cannot at all conclude that both these statements 
are correct ; therefore, it becomes evident that we have to 
deliberate upon the question - “Between these two, which opin¬ 
ion is correct ?” 

Here in this context, our considered opinion is : Both these 
theories are not relevant here. For, this Prakarana has not been 
written to decide the question - “Which is the substrate for 
Avidya ?” In fact, its genuine purport is to demonstrate that - 
“Dvaita (duality, multiplicity) in its entirety is false, unreal” 

- and then to determine, establish the Agamartha or the purport 
of the Sruti, Upanishad which is nothing but - “Advaita (non¬ 
dualism) itself is the Vedantartha or ultimate teaching of 
Vedanta.” Hence the deliberation on Avidyashraya (substrate for 
Avidya) is not the real meaning of this verse. In truth, this 
deliberation is in vain too. For, by this exercise in futility of 
determining the question - “Who is the substrate for Avidya ?” 

- there is no benefit whatsoever accruing to us. On the other 
hand, instead of any benefit accruing, because it would amount 
to our accepting the tenet that - “Avidya really exists - it will 
be totally opposed to Agamartha and thereby from this delibera¬ 
tion an undesirable result alone will accrue to us. The Upanishad 
Mantra No. 7 : “He is not Antahprajna (one who is having 
internal Consciousness) nor is He Bahiljprajna (one who is hav¬ 
ing external Consciousness)” - propounds the truth that - “Atman 
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is not the substrate, support for Vidya or Avidya” - and there¬ 
from establishes the teaching that - “He is Advaita alone.” Shri 
Gaudapada in Karika (1-18) has affirmed that - “If anyone has 
imagined a wrong concept, then it would necessarily have to be 
banished.” If in this context he has stated that - “Atman has 
imagined distinctions in Himself’ - then it would amount to his 
contradicting his own earlier statement, teaching. Therefore, it 
becomes certain that because in this manner it is Anarthakari or 
lands us into unwanted situation or predicament, this is not the 
really intended purport of the present verse. 

THE REAL, GENUINE MEANING OF THE VERSE. 

The real purport behind this verse is : We have already 

declared that the real intention of this Prakarana is to show the 

» 

veracity of the truth that : “All duality, diversity is false, unreal” 
- and thereafter determine and proclaim the Vedantic teaching 
that - “Advaitatman alone is the Absolute, Transcendental Real¬ 
ity.” Between these two tenets the first one, which purports 
to unravel the spiritual truth that all the phenomena that 
appear within the waking and the dream are in essence false, 
unreal, has been brought home to our mind by the subtle 
Intuitive deliberation that has been carried out so far. But 
uptil now the profound truth of Vedanta, viz. - “The non-dual 
Atman Himself is verily the Ultimate Absolute Reality which is 
their true essence of Being” - which is the second tenet - has 
not been expounded. For that purpose, here an objection has been 
initially raised, viz. : If both these Avasthas are said to be false 
alone, it amounts to saying that there does not exist any 
Reality whatsoever ; for, apart from the phenomena that 
appear distinctively within these two Avasthas there does not 
exist any other object or entity whatsoever. We cannot also 
doubt in the manner - “The one who experiences both these 
Avasthas is left out, is it not so ?” For, the one who experiences 
the Avastha is the Pramatru ; just as the Prameya (in the Avastha) 
is false, the (respective) Pramatru is also false only. That thing 
whose being or existence changes - to wit, not existing as it is 
at present and having got its being or existence mutated so as 
to make it disappear - that thing is verily called ‘false’ (Mithya), 
is it not so ? The Pramatru who exists in the waking is not 
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there in the dream, vice versa the dream Pramatru does not 
exist" in the waking ; this fact is by now very familiar, and 
so, in consonance with our Intuitive Experience (Anubhava) 
we have to perforce acknowledge that these two Pramatrus 
are both false appearances alone. It being so, apart from these 
two Avasthas there does not remain any Reality whatsoever in 
its own form which is the substrate for those imagined phenom¬ 
ena which appear within these two Avasthas ; nor there exists 
any Jnatpi or Knower whosoever who cognizes these two 
Avasthas ; therefore, those who affirm that the two Avasthas are 
false appear to have fully adopted the teachings of the Shunyavadins 
or Nihilists (a sect among Buddhists) alone, is it not so ? - This, 
in fact, is the doubt raised in regard to the purport behind the 
Prakarana. 

The solution for this doctrine is : In Srutis like 
Kathopanishad (2-1-4) it has been propounded that - “One and 
the same Atman cognizes both the waking and the dream 
(Avasthas) ; that Sakshi (Witnessing Pure Consciousness) alone 
is Atman.” In fact, this Atman being self-effulgent, self-illumin¬ 
ing is the substrate for the Vikalpas or false appearances which 
are seen in the two Avasthas. That very Atman is the substrate 
for the false phenomena which are mentioned later on (from 2- 
20 to 28). The essential nature of Being of that Atman is truly 
of the nature of Nitya Chaitanya or eternally Pure Consciousness. 
That Swarupa Chaitanya (essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness) alone is illumining the various phenomena 
within these two Avasthas. Let us assume that in poor light 
when any particular person mistakes, misconceives a rope lying 
on the ground to be a snake ; another person demonstrates to him 
that it is a rope only and thereby the former cognizes it to be 
a rope and is convinced about it. Here in this instance, first 
having wrongly reckoned it as a ‘snake’, later on when someone 
instructed him about the ‘reality’ the former determined it to be 
a rope only ; merely on that ground, there does not occur any 
change whatsoever in the Swarupa or essential nature of Being 
of the cognizer, is it not so ? In the same manner, here too it 
should be understood. 

Here in this context any one may raise this objection : In 
the illustration the one who is deluded to believe it to be a snake 
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as well as the one who determined it to be a rope is one and 
the same person. But in this illustrated case it is not so. The one 
who misconceives, imagines different objects appearing in the 
dream is a different person, while the one who determines the 
Reality in the waking is different, is it not so ? 

This objection is not proper. For, in the illustration the mind 
and the senses of the person who has misconceived the rope to 
be a snake are associated or afflicted with a defect ; but when 
he determines in the manner - “This is truly a rope alone” - -there 
does not exist any such defect whatsoever either in his mind or 
his senses. Even so, in the real essential nature of Being of the 
person, who first was deluded by reckoning it to be a snake and 
later who determined it to be a rope, there is no difference 
whatsoever. In the same way, here too although there exists 
distinction between the dream Pramatru and the waking Pramatru, 
in the Sakshi which is the essential nature of the perceiver 
there is no change whatsoever taking place. Both these Pramatrus 
of the dream and the waking are perceiving the distinctions 
existing in the respective Avastha by the benign grace alone of 
that very same Atman who is of the essence of Chitprakasha 
(light of Consciousness). He alone is the substrate for the memory 
of the dream and the determinative knowledge that occurs in the 
waking. Neither the waking Pramatru nor the dream Pramatru 
is different, distinct from the Sakshirupa Atman. For the 

proclamation of the type of - s^T di-Hbcibfid fltat 

trii HHtlidliRd - of Brihadaranyaka Upanishad 

(3-7-23), meaning - “Apart from this Sakshirupa Atman there 
does not exist any Drashtru (seer), Shrotm (hearer), Mantru 
(imaginer), Vijnatm (discriminator) at all” - this alone is the 
reason. Therefore, just as the Buddhists aver that for the Jnanasmriti 
(knowledge from memory) there does not exist a Kutasthatman 
(Absolute Immutable Self) as a substrate - we have not followed 
their tenet here at all ; the Sruti statements like - “Atman is the 
Mind of the mind” (Kena 1-2) ; “By which the mind also is 
objectified (that alone is Brahman)” - (Kena 1-2, 6) - are the 
supporting evidence for this conclusion. Hence this is the final 
conclusion of Vedanta science ; by taking the non-dual Atman 
alone, who is cognized, Intuited by virtue of the Upanishadic 
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teachings, as the basic fundamental, we have argued here that 
both the Avasthas of waking and dream are false ; but not basing 
our arguments on mere, fallacious logic. 

. IN BUDDHISTIC PHILOSOPHY NEITHER A MISCONCEIVER 
(VIKALPAKA) NOR KNOWERJJNATRV) WHO IS COMMON TO 

BOTH AVASTHAS IS ESTABLISHED 

Among the Buddhists - Bahyavastusattavadins (Realists), 
Kshanikavijnanavadins (proponents of Momentary Idealism or 
Consciousness) and Sunyavadins (Nihilists) - these are the three 
main groups. Among the proponents of the theory that - “A thing 
exists” - there are again two theories. “Mind (chitta) itself is the 
Jnatru (knower)” - is the theory of Vasubandhu. “Indriya Sanghata 
or the conglomeration of the senses alone is the Jnatru” - is the 
theory of Vasumitra. These two disputants have acknowledged 
the tenet that - “Although the external objects are Kshanika or 
of momentary existence, the Vastu (entity) that is the support or 
substrate for them is Nitya (eternal).” Both these theories may, 
somehow to a little extent, be sustained with regard to the 
waking objects ; but there do not exist any body, senses and 
mind which are common to the two Avasthas of waking and 
dream at all ; in a partibular Avastha the body, senses etc. that 
are confined to that respective Avastha appear and they disappear 
along with that particular Avastha. Therefore in these theories 
one singular Jnatru is not established at all. Since in the Kshanika 
Vijnanavadins’ theory the Vijnanasantana (the series or con¬ 
tinuum of intellectual Consciousness) is one alone, somehow it 
may be made suitably applicable to the waking transactions in the 
manner - “One Jnatru is established” ; but because the 
Vijnanasantana that exists in dream is quite different, distinct 
from the Vijnanasantana of the waking, it has to be perforce 
accepted that these are different only. Apart from this, it is 
established on the basis of universal experience that by means of 
the Vijnana or consciousness of the waking the Vijnanasantana 
of the dream is falsified, sublated. It is true that the Vijnanavadins 
have accepted the teaching that - “The Mandvijnana or intellec¬ 
tual, mental consciousness. or awareness exists in one and the 
same form ; and the Alayavijhana or seat, receptacle of con¬ 
sciousness called Chitta (mind) remains one and the same con¬ 
tinuously till the attainment of Nirvana or Liberation, Beati- 
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tude” ; but when both the dream mind and the waking mind 
are not appearing to be of one and the same form, then it 
is not possible to imagine, conceive them to be one and the 
same at all. It is not possible to affirm that in all the three states 
one and the same mind persists uninterruptedly ; for, it is in 
everyone’s experience that for both the waking and the dream 
their respective categories of time and space as also the 
phenomena belonging to the respective Avastha are totally 
different. Especially in the deep sleep state there is no experi¬ 
ence whatsoever of any concepts of time-space-causation and of 
various phenomena. In any case, thus it is tantamount to con¬ 
cluding that either in the theory of Sarvastitwavadins (Real¬ 
ists) or in the theory of Vijnanavadins (Idealists) it is not 
established that there exists one who imagines, conceives both 
the Avasthas of waking and dream. 

Now, even the theory of the Shunyavadins - who aver that 
all the phenomena which appear either within (internally, men¬ 
tally) or without (externally, perceptually) are invariably essenceless 
- is, just like the opinion of the Vijnanavadins, full of defects 
only ; for, in their theory also the teaching that - “The Dharmas 
(Drishyas) or various phenomena that exist in both the waking 
and dream Avasthas are merely Shunya or essenceless” - cannot 
at all be demonstrated, proved. For, an attempt to prove that - 
“On the basis, strength of Pratitya Samutpada - one thing 
appearing in relation to another (dependent origination) - it amounts 
to establishing the fact that the phenomena do not have any 
independent (Swatantra) existence (Astitwa )” - alone is the logi¬ 
cal device adopted by the Shunyavadins. But it is not possible 
at all for anybody to assert that dependent upon the dream 
phenomena, the appearance of the waking phenomena is estab¬ 
lished, and vice versa, dependent upon the waking phenomena, 

* [One particular Vyakhyanakara, i.e. post-Sankara commenta¬ 
tor, has interperted the word - ‘Dvayakala’ - to mean of the form 
of grasper - grasped (Grahaka - Grahya Rupa). But it appears that 
he has not himself ‘grasped’ the real import of this word ‘Dvayakala’ 
as well as the word ‘Bahihi’ at all. Therefore, we have not examined 
their commentary at all. With regard to the various tenets that are 
established by this Karika in connection with time, refer to the 
Introduction.] 
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the appearance of dream phenomena is established. For, when 
one of them exists or wherein one of them exists - the other 
never appears. 

Further, on behalf of the Shunyavadins what Chandrakirti* 
has objected in the manner - “The opponents are not mentioning 
the Atmalakshana or characteristics of the Self by actually cognizing 
the Atmaswarupa or essential nature of the Self” - is not accept¬ 
able to Vedanta Darshana or Vedantic philosophy ; this defect 
can be, at best, levelled against the doctrinaire theories of schools 
like Sankhya, Yoga etc. which try to establish the Ultimate 
Reality of Atman on the strength of Anumana or inferential logic. 
That is all. To Sankhyans their teachings about Prakriti, Purusha 
and the Prakriti-Purusha Samyoga (relationship between Prakriti 
and Purusha) are all invariably perennially inferential knowledge. 
But in Vedanta on the strength or valid authoritative source of 

f _ 

the Sruti sentence - “Atman is Aparoksha or directly to be 
Intuited, is one who is the innermost Reality of everything” - 
(Brihadaranyaka 3-4-1) - it is accepted that Atman is 
Swayamprakasha or self-effulgent and Aparoksha in consonance 
with universal Intuitive Experience and not that there is any 
attempt to attain, the Atmasiddhi or Intuitive Knowledge of the 
Self by valid means of special characteristics. Following the 
spiritual teaching of - “Both the Pure Consciousness (Intuitive 
Experience) and the Atman who Intuits is not known by you” 
- (Brihadaranyaka 3-4-2) Vedantins are affirming that - “Atman 
is the subjective Knower who Intuits, cognizes everything and 
not that He is an object for any valid means of knowledge 
or cognition at all.” Therefore, it should be realized that no 
objection of any kind can be levelled against the Vedanta Siddhanta 
or spiritual teaching of Vedanta. 

THE QUINTESSENCE OF THE KARIKA 

In any case, what is important in this Karika is this much : 
In Sushupti (deep sleep) Atman appears to have become ‘Ekibhuta ’ 
or undifferentiated and a mass of Consciousness ( Mantra 5) ; in 
the waking and the dream He appears to be imagining various 
phenomena. But because being the substrate for all special 
characteristics He is illumining even their non-existence too 
by means of His own Pure Consciousness in all the three 
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states, this Atman exists in His non-dual essence alone bereft 
of any special characteristics whatsoever. Hence He is 
Nirvishesha or devoid of any special features. This truth is 
expounded in the Turiya Mantra (7) by means of refuting all 
special characteristics. However, those distinctions which have 
been refuted in the manner - “Nantahprajna” meaning “He is not 
internally conscious” - are not to be reckoned to exist only in 
the waking and dream and not in the deep sleep - this is not, 
in fact, relevant here ; the ultimate purport behind the refutation 
lies in propounding that - “A non-dual Reality devoid of birth 
is alone the Absolute, Transcendental Truth ; apart from It 
there does not at all exist anything else whatsoever.” 

Here the quintessence of the verse is : “The non-dual 
Atman Himself appears in the forms of the concepts as also 
the Jhatru or Cognizer, Knower etc.” In the statement - 
“Kalpayatyatmanatmanam” (meaning - “He imagines Himself by 
Himself’) - it is intended to convey the idea that - “The one who 
is imagining - He is Atman alone.” The phrase - “By Himself’ 
- suggests that apart from Him there does not exist any instru¬ 
ment of knowledge ; the phrase - “Himself’ - signifies that apart 
from Him there does not exist any imagined object. We should 

interpret the sentence - “'R ^ - meaning - “He alone 

cognizes” - in a similar manner only. 

On the whole, it means - “There is no bondage of the 
type of Avidya, Kama, Karma etc.” ; this truth will be elabo¬ 
rated upon in Karika 2-36. 

WHICH ARE THOSE THINGS THAT ARE IMAGINED 

IN ATMAN ? 

I 

fH4di5M ^f^rl TPT: 11*311 

Meaning : “The Lord diversifies the mundane things' 
existing in the mind. Turning the mind outward, He creates the 
well-defined things (as well as the undefined things). Thus 
does the Lord imagine.” 

THE ESSENTIAL FEATURES OF THE IMAGINED PHENOMENA 

While imagining how in what manner does this Atman 
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carry out this imagination ? Of what various kinds are the 
distinctions of the phenomena imagined in Atman ? The answer 
is : Those empirical mundane objects like sound, touch etc. 
which lurk in the mind as well as the objects, phenomena 
mentioned in the scriptures are of the nature of latent impressions 
(Vasanarupa) ; He imagines them in various ways. Earth, dir etc. 
which are fixed, definite entities - meaning, known objects - He 
imagines being extroverted, imbued with external Consciousness. 
In the same way, being endowed with internal Consciousness He 
imagines the indefinite, uncertain objects existing only during the 
period of imagination in various forms ; endowed with internal 
Consciousness, he imagines in various ways concepts, feelings 
like desires, yearnings etc. Atman alone is the Lord : One who 
is the cause for the various entities to come into existence. 

When the mind is extroverted, the objects which appear are 
fixed, definite - meaning, they appear as entities with forms 
devoid of change ; when the mind is turned inwards, meaning 
in states like the dream as well as wishful thinking within etc. 
those phenomena, which appear within the mind alone and during 
that particular period, are indefinite, disorderly. Thus because 
there exists the distinction of the mind being extroverted and 
introverted - although the forms of the phenomena that appear 
are invariably varied, manifold - all of them are verily imag¬ 
ined ; it means that for all of them Atman alone is the 
substrate. 

Meaning : “Things that exist internally as long as the 
thought lasts and things that are externally related to one 
together with the other, are all merely imaginations. Their 
distinction is not caused by anything else. 

ALTHOUGH THE SPECIAL FEATURES BROUGHT 
ABOUT BY TIME-SPACE CATEGORIES EXIST, 

ALL PHENOMENA ARE VERILY IMAGINARY 

Here a doubt : “The conclusion that - ‘Just like the 
phenomena appearing within, the phenomena appearing without 
(externally) are also imaginary’ - does not seem to be proper. 
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For, the internal wishful thinking or yearnings may be said to be 
imaginary, because they belong to the Chittakala or mental period 
of time ; meaning, they exist only when the thought (Vritti) arises 
in the mind (and also last till that thought endures). But that is 
not so with regard to the objects that exist outside ; they have 
Dvayakala, meaning - one object exists as long as the other 
object exists. Between a mental concept of a delicacy and the 
one which is actually cooked and served to many people is 
there no difference at all ? “With regard to the actual existence 
of things which we have imagined within ourselves even we do 
not have a staunch belief ; those things being imagined, con¬ 
ceived in the manner - ‘It must be like this’ - ‘It must be like 
that’ - as soon as the imagined idea, thought ends, we clearly 
reckon, realize in the manner - ‘They were not actually existing 
(in time, space and with proper cause-effect relationship) ; we 
ourselves have imagined, conceived them.’ The things which are 
seen by us in the external region are also seen by others and are 
steady, aren’t they ?” Thus any one may raise a doubt. 

But this doubt too may not stand the test of Intuitive 
reasoning. For, here also we may adduce the illustration of the 
dream. Although when examined from the waking viewpoint 
the whole of the dream experience appearing to occur within 
our mind itself is true indeed, when considering the dream 
from the dream viewpoint per se (i.e. Intuitively as the dream 
experiencer) it becomes certain and convincing that a waking 
state which is distinct, different (Vilakshana) from the dream 
does not at'all exist in the least. The dream at or during the 
time of the dream experience appears as waking alone (to wit, 
therein no one ever questions the reality or veracity of that 
experience ; in fact, that experience being as real as the one in 
our waking is identical in esse. This truth is being driven 
home quite convincingly to all and sundry irrespective of 
faith, sex, culture, caste, race, nationality etc. by this 
Avasthatraya Prakriya, which is the real clincher in all spiri¬ 
tual teaching, taking one to the acme of all Knowledge and 
Happiness). Therein in dream internally some objects (phenom¬ 
ena) of Chittakala - meaning, each object existing in one particu¬ 
lar point of time as a concept and later completely disappearing 
along with that concept - are appearing ; but outside therein the 
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things of the Dvayakala - constant, steady - are appearing. 
“Dvayakala Vastus” - means constant objects which appear as 
if one object exists along with another or amidst many other 
objects (all in one time series). When we say - “They talked to 
us as long as they were with us” - there is an implied meaning 
that they, we as also many other things around - all existed 
together. However, with regard to the concepts or thoughts 
that we entertain within our mind - none of them whatsoever 
exists along with another concept, idea at all ; in fact, they 
are transient, inconstant phenomena which appear and vanish 
into thin air. Even so, we have no doubt whatsoever about the 
fact that all of them do exist as figments of imagination. Apart 
from this, the universal truth that - “The phenomenon called 
‘waking state’ does not exist anywhere in the least during the 
period of the dream experience” - is to be accepted on all hands 
unreservedly as a more comprehensive, pervasive logical device 
(Vyapaka Yukti). Therefore, in the waking too, just as it is in 
the dream, both the internal and the external phenomena 
(Drishya) are all imaginary indeed ; merely on the ground of 
their having the distinctions of belonging to Chittakala and 
Dvayakala, to assert that they are not imaginary at all there 
cannot be any evidence to be found. 

* 

Meaning : “Those objects that appear as obscure inside 
the mind, and those that appear as vivid outside, are all merely 
created by imagination. Their distinction is to be traced to the 
difference in the organs of perception.” 

ALTHOUGH THERE IS THE DIFFERENCE OF BEING 

UNMANIFEST, VIVIDLY MANIFEST ALL PHENOMENA 

ARE IMAGINARY ALONE 

Within the mind, in the form of mere subtle impressions 
(Vasana Rupa) some phenomena exist ; and some other phenom¬ 
ena appear to exist outside quite vividly, clearly. Merely on that 
ground, people believe that the objects which appear vividly are 
real, whereas the unmanifest, invisible objects within the mind 
are unreal. But what is the ground reality ? All those phenomena 
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are imaginary alone. Even here, the dream illustration fully suits, 
fits in. For, in the dream too at that period of time we are 
believing those particular things which appear to exist actually, 
vividly external to us to be real, while those phenomena appear¬ 
ing in the form of subtle impressions within the mind to be 
unreal. Even so, we all are knowing that both of them are 
imaginary only ; for, in the waking state none of them is to be 
seen. We have all accepted the ground reality that both of them 
did not actually exist and they were mere false appearances seen 
in a dream. Therefore, here in this context, for the distinction of 
‘being unmanifest’ and ‘being vivid, clear’ their being actually 
real and unreal is not the cause ; those things which are per¬ 
ceived by the senses are vivid, clear, while those which lurk or 
are hidden in the mind are false. By virtue of the distinction 
in the senses this difference is seen alone and not that this 
distinction is the cause for their not being imaginary. 

From the deliberation that we have made so far another 
conclusion gets evolved. That is : Because of the fact that in 
both the waking and the dream states the temporal features 
of the type of - ‘now’, ‘before’, ‘in future’ - as well as the 
spatial features of the type of - ‘here’, ‘there’ - are being seen 
by us equally, in an identical fashion - those particular time- 
space-causation categories are confined to their respective 
state alone ; in reality, (in the ultimate analysis) there do not 
at all exist any states called ‘waking’ and ‘dream’, neither 
does any temporal or spatial relationship exist between them 
nor any cause-effect relationship between them. Remembering 
this, if we observe from the Paramartha Drishti (i.e. the Absolute, 
Transcendental, Intuitive Experience standpoint), then the spiri¬ 
tual, philosophical teaching gets evolved, viz - “There does not 
exist any mutual difference, distinction whatsoever between 
waking and dream.” 

■sfci ■'Jjf era) > 

ll^ll 

Meaning : “First He imagines the Jiva (individual), and 
then He imagines the different objects, external and personal. 
The individual gets his memory in accordance with the kind 
of thought-impressions he has.” - 
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THE CONCEPT OR THOUGHT OF JIVATWA (SOULHOOD) IS 
THE ROOT CAUSE FOR ALL CONCEPTS 

From the deliberation that we have carried out so far, this 
much has been determined : “In the Avasthas (waking and 
dream) the objects which appear outside do not have any special 
features different from those phenomena which are conceived 
within the mind ; and, as both these are imaginary we cannot 
conceive of any distinction whatsoever between them. Even so, 
the external and the internal concepts are mutually responsible for 
each other. By virtue of the latent impressions (Vasanas) lurking 
in the mind the external distinctions of percepts are seen. By 
virtue of the experience of the external percepts the internal 
(conceptual) impressions are being engendered.” Thus the 
common run of people are believing ; what is the root cause for 
this ? 

For this question the answer is : First of all, people in 
general imagine, conceive in the manner -“I am a Jiva who 
performs righteous and unrighteous acts and then enjoys, expe¬ 
riences their fruits.” Thus in this manner they first of all conceive 
of ‘Jivatwa’ or soulhood in Pure Atman, just as a snake is 
conceived in a rope. When it is stated here - “First, (in the 
beginning) they imagine, conceive” - it does not mean - “the first 
priority ovei, everything else temporally.” For, a universe com¬ 
prising the whole gamut of distinctions like - time, space, cau¬ 
sation, action, means of action, fruits - is appearing co-evally, co- 
existentially with the waking state. Therefore, the expression here 
- “They first of all conceive of, imagine Jivatwa” - means that 
by forging ahead with the concept of ‘Jivatwa’, then on the 
strength, basis of that rudimentary concept (called in Vedantic 
parlance as Ahamkara or ‘I’ concept) all other concepts are 
entertained. 

Thus beginning with the Jiva-concept at the head (rather 
root) of all other thoughts and on the strength (foundation) of that 
fundamental ‘I’ concept the other concepts like Prana or vital 
force etc. are entertained by the people ; in fact, for conceiving 
in the manner - ‘internal concepts’ and ‘external percepts’ this 
basic Jivatwa-Kalpana or concept of ‘I’ as a transmigratory soul 
alone is the support. In the category of external concepts (per¬ 
cepts) we should include the movable and immovable, animate 
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creatures and plants and inanimate, insentient objects like the 
rocks, stone, sand etc. and the objects of the stellar region like 
sun, moon, stars etc. ( Adhidaivika or Divine plane). On the other 
hand, the internal concepts mean Jnana (knowledge), anxiety or 
eagerness, desire, wonder, mental feelings, emotions etc. - all 
such different concepts. 

If it is asked - “What is the cause for this Kalpana or 
concept ?” - the answer is : “To the Jiva, as mentioned above, 
whichever experience accrues - its memory is engendered ; in 
the same way, to him whichever memory is born - an expe¬ 
rience of that accrues” - thus we should discern. From such 
causes of enjoyments like food, drink, flower and fragrance etc. 

- the fruit known as ‘Tripti’ or satisfaction, satiation accrues - 
thus this ‘Anubhava’ (experience), which is conceived, is the 
first ; from it the concept of a ‘Smriti’ (memory) in the manner 

- “For both these there is a relationship of cause and result or 
effect” - is engendered ; and once again from this concept of a 
Smriti another concept of an Anubhava ensues. Thus as we go 
on with this series of concepts, we entertain yet another compre¬ 
hensive concept in the manner - “This is the action ; these are 
the means of this action.” Then, the concept of the type - “For 
this action performed with the aid of these means, instruments of 
action such and such a fruit has accrued. Then the concept - “As 
a result of this, this fruit accrued.” From this evolves a concept 
that - “For these - action, means of action and the fruit of action 

- there exists a relationship.” Again, as just now stated - Anubhava 
and Smritis - follow. Thus the external and internal Anubhavas 
or experiences (percepts) and Smritis (memories) are occur- 
ring continuously in a series. Thus just as the Kathaka Sruti 
states : “Because he cognizes the Dharmas or phenomena as 
being different from himself, he (Jiva) is pursuing them alone” 

- (2-1-14) - although the ignorant Jiva, in reality (in the ultimate 
analysis, from the Absolute Transcendental viewpoint), is the 
essence of Pure Being of Atman who is Absolutely Pure and 
non-dual, he imagines in all such manner and struggles in the 
Mithya Samsara or false appearance of transmigratory existence. 

We should not doubt in the manner - “In all such ways 
does anyone imagine only those things which do not exist at 
all ?” Here in this context too the illustration of the dream is 
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available to drive home the point in question. Although therein 
only the individual person (i.e. the dreamer) exists in reality, his 
imagining in himself a new Jivatwa or life which does not at all 
really exist is in everyone’s experience. The who is a Brahmin 
in the waking, in the dream he may experience as if he is a 
Vaishya or a low-caste rustic or a heathen ; now in the waking 
one who is enjoying good health and who is strong and sturdy 
may in the dream appear to be suffering from a disease and to 
be a lame or blind person. Therein (in the dream) one may 
imagine in the manner - “I am living (existing) here in this way 
alone for such a long time. To end in such a plight such and 
such a thing was the cause ; in future I will endeavour in such 
and such a manner and attain a better condition” - etc. and 
conceive of the relevant memory and experiences, the relevant 
action, means of action and their fruits and the relevant support¬ 
ing concepts of time, space and causation ; and further he may 
believe that they really exist therein (at that period of time). Even 
so, the moment he wakes up, the falsifying or sublating knowl¬ 
edge of the type - “All that was a mere dream ; I was believing 
a false appearance itself to be real at that time” - accrues, is it 
not so ? In the same way, now at present in the dream called 
‘Samsara’ which is Avidyakalpita or conjured up by ignorance 
we are all imagining phenomena like - we as Jivas ; time-space- 
causation categories ; action - means of action - fruits ; various 
experiences etc. ; for all these imaginations the basic concept 
of Jivatwa which we have conceived of in the manner - “I 
am a Pramatru (cognizer), Kartru (agent of action), Bhoktru 
(enjoyer)” - is the substrate, support. If we observe from the 
Parama^tha Drishti then it becomes evident that all this is verily 
beginningless ‘Adhyasa’ or misconception which has taken place 
in the Nityashuddhabuddhamukta Advitiyatman indeed. 

AN ILLUSTRATION FOR MISCONCEPTIONS 
AND THEIR REMOVAL 

4*41 (qcf ) r?'K1| | 

fcIcbfcMd: I|^v»|| 

Meaning : “As a rope whose nature has not been well 
ascertained is imagined in the dark to be various things like 
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a snake, a streak of water, etc., so also is the Self imagined 
variously”. 

ii^ii 

Meaning : “As illusion (of the rope) ceases and the rope 
alone remains ; when the rope is ascertained to be nothing but 
the rope, so also is the ascertainment about the Self’. 

FOR THE MISCONCEPTIONS IN ATMAN THE ANALOGY OF 
THE ILLUSTRATION OF A ROPE-SNAKE 

The fact that - ‘For all imaginations the Jivatwa Kalpana 
or ‘I’ concept alone is the substrate (root cause)’ - we have 
already mentioned, is it not so ? Now we will signify as to what 
is the cause for this Jivatwa Kalpana. In our workaday world 
there are instances of the common people misconceiving a rope 
as a snake, is it not so ? What is the reason for it ? It is ‘not 
knowing a rope definitely to be a rope’ alone. In poor light or 
in dusk people may misconceive (imagine) in various ways a 
rope to be either a snake or a streak of water or a crevice in 
the ground. We all know for certain that for all those various 
misconceptions the absence of the definite knowledge of the type 
- “This is a rope indeed” - is the cause ; for, those who have 
reckoned the rope as a rope only with certainty do not at all 
entertain any misconception. In the same way, for the miscon¬ 
ception of the nature of a false notion of the type - “I am a 
Samsari who performs Dharma (righteous acts) and Adharma 
(sinful acts) and experiences, enjoys their resultant fruits” - to 
occur, the absence of the definite knowledge of the type - “I am 
the Advayatman (non-dual Self) who is of the essential nature of 
Nityashuddhabuddlwmukta (eternally Pure, Conscious and Liber¬ 
ated) and Asamsari (one devoid of Samsara)” - alone is the 
cause. 

AN ILLUSTRATION FOR THE SUBLATION 
OF THE MISCONCEPTIONS IN ATMAN 

Just as when the light comes or when the light emitted from 
a bright object spreads and we determine a rope in its real form 
in the manner - “This is indeed a rope”, all those misconceptions 
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formulated about it vanish ; in the same way, here too (in the 
illustrated case) we must reckon that as soon as the determinative 
Intuitive Knowledge pertaining to Atman is attained, all those 
misconceptions, which were appearing, do disappear. Just as if 
any person who knows the ground reality affirms a rope to be 
a rope alone and on the strength of his statement we get rid of 
the fear and trembling bom out of the misconception (of a 
snake), in the same way those seekers (Jijnasus), who listen to 
Sruti statements like : “Not this, not that” (Bri. 4-4-22) ; “All 
this is Atman alone” - (Chh. 7-25-2) ; “For this Brahman neither 
there exists a cause nor an effect, neither an interior nor an 
exterior ; this Atman alone is Brahman” - (Bri. 2-5-19) ; “He 
is birthless within and without” - (Mundaka 2-1-2) ; “This 
embodiment of Pure Consciousness alone is all-pervading, birthless, 
devoid of old age and death, immortal, fearless - He is Brahman” 
(Bri. 4-4-25) etc. - attain the Intuitive Knowledge of Brahman 
and all the misconceptions that have been caused disappear. 

Here in this case there exists a distinction between the 

illustration and the illustrated. That is : For the seer, the rope is 

an object of knowledge (Jneya) existing outside ; on the other 

hand, Brahman happens to be the essential nature of Being alone 

of the Jijnasu. Even after listening to a statement with regard to 

the essential nature of the rope, there remains the necessity of 

determining after the proper inquiries as to whether it is really 

a rope or not ? But Brahman was Atman alone in the past, is 

Atman even now and will be Atman in the future too. Therefore, 

some people here may entertain a doubt of the type - “How 

come we do not cognize our own Atman ?” For this doubt the 

solution is : To know, cognize Atman does not mean to know, 

perceive Him just as we perceive an externally existing object 

like a rope etc. through our senses. Our essential nature of Pure 

Being (Swarupa) perennially exists in Its self-effulgent, self- 

illumining Nitya Chaitanyaswarupa or essence of eternal Pure 

Being-Consciousness. Even so, we have misconceived - due to 

Avidya which is natural - that we are of the nature of Pramatru 

or cognizer associated or endowed with the body, the senses and 

the mind. When both the Sastra and the preceptor instruct us in 

the manner - “You are not of the nature of Kartru-Bhoktru : 

• • * 

neither you are of the nature of a Pramatru endowed with a body, 
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senses etc. ; but you are of the essential nature of the Witnessing 

\ 

Consciousness who is ever observing, objectifying all these phe¬ 
nomena” - we give up the identification (deep-seated ownership) 
and rest established in our real essence of Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness. Only to this extent the similarity with the illustration of the 
rope should be accepted or adopted, and it should not be mis¬ 
construed that there is any intention, real purport of teaching to 
the effect that just like the rope our Atman is an object for. any 
Jnana (knowledge) or that we have to sublate actually an igno¬ 
rance (Ajiiana) about Him and have to attain afresh a knowledge 
about Him (intellectually) ; this topic will be further clarified in 
the next Prakarana. 

THE THEORY AVIDYA AS THE MATERIAL CAUSE 
OF THE WORLD AND ITS REFUTATION 

The manner in which some followers of Vyakhyanaprasthana 
(post-Sankara commentators’ methodology) have explained the 
illustration of the rope-snake mentioned here is : Both the rope- 
snake and its knowledge are Avidyatmaka (projected by or of the 
essence of Avidya) which is indescribable, indefinable (Anirvacha- 
niya) as either Sat or real and Asat or false, unreal. Because the 
snake is seen, it is not Asat, but because it is falsified, sublated 
by Jnana it is also not Sat. To say that the two qualities of Sat 
(existence) and Asat (non-existence) - exist in one and the same 
object is a contradiction. Therefore, the snake is also not Sadasat 
or real-unreal. It is something Anirvachaniya, totally different 
from all these three. Because the known snake (Jiieya Sarpa) is 
indefinable, it amounts to saying that its Jnana too is Anirvachaniya, 
which means - “An appearance which cannot be determined 
and defined as either ‘existing’ or ‘non-existing’.” Because 
both the snake and its knowledge are not existing always, it 
amounts to saying that they are Karya or effects which appear 
during the interval (temporarily). Therefore, for these effects not 
only there must necessarily be a Nimitta Kanina (efficient cause) 
but also an Upadana Karana (material cause) also. If this cause 
is real just as clay etc., then its effects like pot, pitcher etc. will 
necessarily have to be real ; both of them will have to be 
perforce known through certain Pramanas or valid means of 
knowledge. Therefore, if we wish to solve this undesirable 
predicament the Upadana (material cause) for both the rope- 
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snake and its knowledge will necessarily have to be the in¬ 
definable Ajhana alone. Both Bhranti (delusion) and Samshaya 
(doubt) are Ajnana alone ; because of the reasons that they do 
not subsist through the Karya (effects) and they are Sadi or with 
a beginning, they desiderate a different cause ; then needing 
another second cause for that first cause, further a third cause for 
that second cause - thus a series of causes (Karana Parampara) 
will become a necessity also ; in order to avoid this logical 
defect of an absence of finality or conclusion, it should be 
reckoned as Jnanabhava or absence of knowledge ; because 
it is of the nature of Abhava (non-existence) also, one has to 
accept the proposition that Ajhana which is Anirvachaniya, 
Anadi (beginningless) but Bhavarupa (of an existent nature) 
alone is the Upadana Karana (material cause)* for both this 
rope-snake and the rope-snake knowledge also. 

This explanation is unsustainable, untenable. For, neither 
the rope-snake nor its knowledge is a substance, material object 
existing apart from the rope ; the common people imagine the 
rope itself to be a snake and think in the manner - “Now we 
have got the knowledge of a snake” - and not that they believe 
or accept the fact that these imaginary concepts are truly, actually 
material things or that they necessarily should have a cause ; 
further, it would not be reasonable for them to do so. Shri 
Gaudapadacharya also, who has written the Karika, has stated 
that because of the fact that the rope is not determined in 
its true form,. that rope itself is being misconceived as a 
snake, a streak of water etc. only ; he has not at all men¬ 
tioned or propounded that they are the Karya of the 
Anirvachaniya Avidya. Further, if we follow the method of 
explaining the illustration by the Karikakara, then for the 
Darshtantika (illustrated) the simple, straight-forward and spiritu¬ 
ally purposeful meaning (opinion) of the type - “All that exists 
is the Paramatma Vastu alone ; in It all the various components 
like Prana etc. (mentioned later in the 19th Karika) are miscon¬ 
ceived alone” - becomes the most appropriate, suitable one. For 
that reason alone, while explaining the opinion of the Chhandogya 
Upanishad the Bhashyakara (Shri Sankara) has said : 

“Brahman of the very essence of Pure Being (Sadrupa) Itself 
is being transacted in the manner of Abhidhana (name), Abhidheya 
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(named object) with concepts totally different from It. Just as in our 
workaday world a rope itself is being transacted as a ‘snake’ because 
of a Sarpabuddhi or snake-consciousness or concept ; or, just as due 
to a misconception that it is different from clay, we deal with the 
clay itself using words like ‘a lump of clay’, ‘pot’ - etc. ; further, 
just as for one who has reckoned, realized it to be a rope by dint 
of discrimination the snake, its name and concept too - all these 
(superimpositions or misconceptions) get sublated ; and just as for 
those who have by means of discrimination cognized it to be clay 
the word-concepts like ‘pot’ etc. get falsified, sublated - in the same 
manner, for those who have Intuited It to be Sadbrahman by means 
of discrimination the word-concepts like ‘separate effects’ (other than 
its cause or substrate of Brahman) will get sublated.” - (Chh. Bhashya 
6-2-3). 

Therefore, in the present Karikas there is no room whatso¬ 
ever for the theory that - “For the world (of duality) Avidya is 
a material cause (Upadana Karana)” - to be adopted. Just as the 
rope - when it is not determined in its definite, real form - is 
being misconceived as a snake etc. ; and when its real essential 
nature is determined or cognized, no misconception whatsoever 
remains, leaving behind the rope (in its true existence) - in the 
same way, Atman too, till He is not determined in His real 
essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness, is Being miscon¬ 
ceived as Prana, etc. But especially when He is determined in 
the manner - “He is really Advitiyatman alone” by virtue of 
Vedanta Vijnana or Vedantic Intuition - then He subsists as non¬ 
dual Pure Being-Consciousness, devoid of any misconceptions 
whatsoever. 

FROM THE ABSOLUTE VIEWPOINT UNITY ; 

FROM THE MAYA VIEWPOINT MANIFOLD 

MISCONCEPTIONS 

TO Tltflcr: 11U M 

Meaning : “(Atman) is misconceived, imagined as Prana 
and such other innumerable phenomena. This is that Deity’s 
(divine Being’s) Maya or mystical show, He is Himself de¬ 
luded by that.” 
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ALL IMAGINATIONS (VIKALPAS) ARE MAYIK OR ILLUSORY 

Just as when it is not determined to be a rope, that very 
rope is being misconceived as a snake, a streak of water etc. - 
in the same way, this Atman also is being misconceived in the 
forms like Prana etc., which are mentioned in due course and 
many more such various forms. Even so, in reality (in the 
ultimate analysis) He is always of one and the same essential 
nature indeed. 

Here in this context any one may raise a doubt of the 
type : In the rope-snake illustration etc. the things like snake, 
streak of water etc. exist separately, independently by them¬ 
selves ; only exclusively in the rope alone they are imagined, 
misconceived. If it were true that - “The snake does not exist 
anywhere at all” - no one would have misconceived the rope as 
a snake out of Bhranti or delusion. Bhranti means to reckon 
one thing to be another ; if that other tiling is proved not to 
exist anywhere, how can this Bhranti take place at all ? No, it 
cannot. But in the present illustrated instance, is it not true that 
Vedantins affirm that common people imagine, misconceive Atman 
Himself as Prana and such other forms only which do not exist 
anywhere at all ? How at all can this be suitable, tenable ? 

For this the consolation is : Merely on the strength of 
illustration of the type of rope-snake we are not trying to estab¬ 
lish or expound either Atman’s unitary existence (Ekatwa) or the 
fact of all the other phenomena being imaginations, misconcep¬ 
tions. For all that we affirm, there is the support of Anubhava 
or universal Intuitive Experience. Merely on the strength of 
Tarka or logical arguments what can be established at all ? In 
deep sleep, we have the Intuitive Experience of : ‘Atman - who 
is of Chaitanya Swarupa (essential nature of Pure Being-Con¬ 
sciousness), who is unitary, non-dual alone - Himself am I’ ; 
while in the waking and dream, although that very Atman of 
Chaitanya Swarupa exists as He is, the other imaginary phenom¬ 
ena, which are of the nature of misconceptions alone, are also 
seen. When both these things are seen on the strength of Intuitive 
Experience, it can never be proper to forward an illogical argu¬ 
ment of the type - “How is this possible at all ? This too does 
not suit or is not in agreement with logic, is it not so ?” 
Therefore, using the proper logical device we should determine 
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that - “Just as the ignorant, deluded people misconceive a rope 
itself to be a snake, or a streak of water etc., in the same manner 
the ignorant people - although Atman exists unto Himself as non¬ 
dual in His essential nature of Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness) - 
misconceive Him alone as ‘Prajfia’ etc.” 

(Question) : In that case, in Atman, who is eternally Pure, 
Conscious and Free, phenomena or appearances which do not at 
all exist anywhere are appearing, is it not so ? How should we 
reconcile this apparent anomaly ? 

(Answer) : All this is ‘that Deity’s Maya or mystical 
prowess.’ In the workaday world a magician by profession will 
demonstrate as if a tree in empty space has blooming flowers ; 
merely on that count, are there trees which exist in space bloom¬ 
ing with flowers ? Not at all. In the same way, although that 
Paramatman exists alone by Himself eternally Pure, He appears 
as if He is endowed with the conglomeration of the body and 
the senses as also being associated with the triad of action, means 
of action and its fruit. He appears to be enjoying the transmi- 
gratory life in a world of duality which is totally different from 
Himself. Previously in the Agama Prakarana also (1-17) it was 
expounded that - “This Dvaita or duality or diversity is mere 
Maya or Illusion” - is it not ? In this Vaitathya Prakarana too 
was it not stated in 2-12 that - “That Deity called ‘Atman’ by 
virtue of His Maya or mystical power imagines Himself in 
various forms” - ? In that manner, everything here also should 
be discerned. Although Atman exists in the Absolute form of 
Parameshwara alone, He appears as if He is deluded by His 
Maya. Meraly because his Kalpita Rupa or imagined (miscon¬ 
ceived) form of Jiva - in which the special characteristic (Dharma) 
called “Antahkarana” or Mind is misconceived (Adhyasta) - 
appeares to exist controlled by Bhranti or delusion, there is no 
harm done at all to that Paramatman’s real nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness. To Him, who is always eternally Witnessing the 
three states of Consciousness by means of His Absolute, Pure 
Consciousness as the Siikshi. no trials and tribulations of this 
illusion of the transmigrate form (Samsara) have really (in the 
Absolute sense) been ca(t>od at all ; for that reason alone, 
Bhagavan Shri Krishna has taught Arjuna in the following man¬ 
ner : itar ■jywft tpt ttrar i % wr! % n 
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(Gita 7-14) meaning : “This Maya of Mine which is of the nature 
of three qualities (of Satwa, Rajas and Tamas) and difficult to 
cross, belongs to Me, the Divine Being. Those who surrender 
unto Me alone are able to cross this Maya”. In any case, there 
is no taint whatsoever of the whole gamut of Maya Drishya or 
illusory phenomena, which appear in the three Avasthas of wak¬ 
ing, dream and deep sleep, to Atman, Paramatman. One who 
determines (so as to culminate in his Intuitive Experience) that 

- “All these phenomena are verily Mayika or illusory, a mere 
phantasmagoria ; to Me (who is the Pure Being-Consciousness of 
Atman) these phenomena of Samsara appearing within the three 
states of waking, dream and deep sleep do not at all afflict, taint 
in the least ; I am really the eternally Pure, Conscious, Free 
Absolute Being alone” - in such a person, in reality, there are 
no misconceptions occurring at all. That aspect of the spiritual 
teaching that : “Just as - although in the rope the misconceptions 
like a snake, a streak of water etc. are appearing (i.e. they are 
superimposed upon it) - in actuality, they are not at all related 
in the least to the essential nature of the rope, in the same way 
to the essential nature of non-dual Atman none of these Vikalpas 
or imaginary concepts like Prana etc., which are superimposed 
upon or misconceived in Him, actually taint Him in the least” 

- this tenet alone is relevant here in this rope-snake illustration. 

SOME TYPES OF IMAGINATIONS MADE IN ATMASWARUPA 

tiro ^ 1 

ypiT^ IRo|| 

Meaning : “Prana, say those who know Prana, and 
Bhuta or material object, say those who know it ; Gunas, say 
those who know Gunas ; and Tattwas, say those who know 
them. ” 


cthFT ^fct |R*I| 

Meaning : “Padas, say those who know Padas, Vishayas, 
say those who know them ; Lokas say those who know 
Lokas ; and Devatas (deities), say those who know them.” 
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■^rifit■£r<fad trfls: i 

^ qMfafil ^ <rfg^: |PR|| 

Meaning : “Vedas, say those who know Vedas ; and 
Yajnas, say those who know them ; Bhoktni or enjoyer, say 
those who know Bhoktru ; Bhojya or the object enjoyed, say 
those who know it.” 

WT TO ^Rf ^ rrfg^: | 

TJjf ifcT iRr ^ Clfg^: IR3II 

Meaning : “biikshma (subtle), say those who know what 
is Sukshma ; and Sthula (gross), say those who know it to be 
so ; Murta (with form), say those who know what is Murta ; 
and Amurta (formless), say those who know it to be so.” 

^TOFftfd ll?*ll 

Meaning : “Kala (Time), say those who know Time ; 
and directions, say those who know them ; theories, say those 
who know theories and Bhuvanas (worlds), say those who 
know them (14 worlds).” 

TO toW ^nsRfa ^ trig?: I 

Refold r^Tlfqql TOfTOf dffj<: IRMI 

Meaning : “Mind, say those who know the Mind ; 
intellect, say those know it to be so ; Chitta (memory), say 
those who know Chitta ; and Dharma (righteousness) and 
Adharma (unrighteousness), say those who know them.” 

*Rr Tflrft ir^ii 

Meaning : “Twenty-five principles or categories, say 
some ; while others say, twenty-six ; some say, it comprises 
31 categories, while others say, it comprises of infinite catego- 
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citaictritafqq: ifir cffe: I 

'WW-PUMl ^7U: MOTft IRV9I | 

\9 O N 

Meaning : “People, say those who know it to be peo¬ 
ple ; Ashramas (stages in life), say those who know them ; 
Linga (sex), say those who know it to be of masculine, 
feminine or eunuch sexes. Some others call it as Para and 
Apara. ” 

RStfdRld % % tpfer IR^II 

Meaning : “Srishti (creation), say those who know crea¬ 
tion ; Laya (dissolution), say those who know dissolution ; 
Sthiti (subsistence), say those who know subsistence ; but He 
has always been all these.” 

THEORISTS ALSO HAVE IMAGINED 
VARIOUS CONCEPTS IN ATMAN 

Not only the common run of people of the world but also 
the various philosophers as also theorists (thinkers) have con¬ 
ceived their own respective religious or spiritual tenets which are 
truly imaginations misconceived in Atman. This is the sum and 
substance of these above mentioned Karikas. 

THE EXPLANATION OF WORDS LIKE PRANA ETC. 

“Prana”, the word first used in these Karikas, means “Prajna”, 
who alone is the Karanatma or the Self who is the primordial 
cause. All else are His effects, offshoots. The reason why Prajna 
has been called ‘Prana’ has been explained in the previous 
Prakarana (page 38). 

“Bhutas” means Prithvi (earth), Ap (water) etc. ; “Gunas” 
means Sattva, Rajas and Tamas ; “Tattwas” means the 25 cat¬ 
egories which the Sankhyans enumerate - only these are the 
cause for the manifold world - thus various disputants or propo¬ 
nents of various theories were asserting. 

Various theories, objects, worlds, deities, sacrifices, enjoyer 
and the enjoyed objects - all these are the various categories or 
concepts to which several proponents of spiritual doctrines have 
given predominance in empirical or religious transactions. The 
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relevance of these theories in this context is rather incomprehen¬ 
sible. 

“Sukshma” means the subtle state of the Bhutas or five 
primordial elements ; “Sthula” means the gross elements and the 
body, the senses etc. which are caused by them ; Charvakas or 
Materialists had greater belief in Bhutas or primordial elements 
since they were perceptible objects or things. “Murta” means the 
theory of those who believe that Parameshwara is with form ; 
“Amurta” means the theory of certain people who used to argue 
that Atman did not have any form whatsoever ; this theory is 
presented by Sbunyavadins or Nihilists - thus opine certain 
people ; but there does not seem to be any proper evidence or 
support for that opinion. For, it has been found out from the texts 
like Nagarjuna Karikas etc. that the doctrine of the Shunyavadins 
is : “In all appearances, whatever they may be, there is no stuff, 
substance at-all.” 

Those who have given predominance to time are astrolo¬ 
gers ; predominance is given to cardinal directions in the school 
of philosophy called ‘Svarodayavadins’. Theories (Vadas) are 
beliefs in Dhatu Vada (to wit, metals, mantras etc. contain in 
them the secret of immortality) ; Bhuvanas means the 14 worlds 
which are the regions of enjoyment of fruits of Karmas ; Manas 
(mind) say Naiyyayikas (followers of the school of philosophy 
called Nyaya) ; Buddhi or intellect say Sankhyans (followers of 
another school of philosophy called Sahkhya) ; Chitta or idea 
say Yogins - thus one and the same Antahkarana or Mind, 
psyche is given different names by different sects of philosophy 
based on different causes, reasons. The Kshanikavijhanavadins (a 
sect among the Buddhists) have imagined that this China or 
psyche alone is momentary, transient and that it appears by itself 
both as the grasping agent (Grahaka) and the grasped object 
(Grahya). That the Dharmadharmas or virtues and vices are the 
causes for all Karmaphalas or fruits of actions is the doctrine of 
Mimamsakas. Sankhyans say that Purusha is the 25th category, 
whereas Patanjala Yogins propound that Iswara is the 26th 
category and Pashupatas believe that Iswara is the 31st category. 

Thus the various proponents of different philosophies have 
imagined various concepts in one and the same Atman. The 
purport of this present text is neither to find out the various 
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theories nor to determine their validity, veracity or otherwise. 
One and the same Atman, who is Nirvikalpa or beyond imagi¬ 
nation or concepts, has become various concepts like Prajna etc. 
It is enough if the seekers understand, discern the fact that all 
these are mere imaginations, misconceptions ; that there is no 
difference whatsoever between the imaginary phenomena appear¬ 
ing in a dream and these various concepts when they are con¬ 
sidered or examined from the Paramartha Drishti. The Karikakara 

has expressed this very opinion at the end when he says : 

(In this everything is imagined always). 

THE FRUITS OF MITHYAJNANA (MISCONCEPTIONS) 

AND SAMYAJJNANA (INTUITIVE KNOWLEDGE) 

^ i rs i i 

Meaning : “Anyone to whom a teacher may show a 
particular object (as the reality) sees that alone. And that thing, 
too, protects him by becoming identified with him. That ab¬ 
sorption leads to his self-identity (with the object of atten¬ 
tion).” 

Meaning : “Through these things that are (really) non- 
different (from the Self), this one is presented as though really 
different. He who knows this truly grasps (the meaning of the 
Vedas) without any hesitation.” 

THE EFFECT OF MITHYAJNANA 

Many differences, distinctions beyond count like Prana etc. 
are imagined, misconceived in the non-dual Reality of that Atman, 
is it not so ? For all of them Atman alone is the Paramartha or 
Ultimate, Absolute substratum, essence of Pure Being ; only the 
respective special form merely appears due to misconception, that 
is all. Without discerning this secret the various disputants believe 
steadfastly in what appears to them as real, to be the Ultimate, 
Absolute Reality and they preach the same doctrine to others 
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also. When any preceptor teaches his pupil that a particular tenet 
among all these various concepts as the Ultimate Reality, then 
that teaching will be held firmly in the mind of the pupil in the 
manner - “This alone is the Ultimate Absolute Reality ; this 
alone is my Swarupa or essence of Being” - or “This alone is 
the means for attaining my ultimate goal of the present existence 
(Purushartha)”. Just as the convicts in a prison are securely 
bound, shackled by the jailors and are prevented from escap¬ 
ing, in the same way that very belief, concept itself is firmly 
binding that pupil and is creating a faith in him to the effect 
that all other tenets are unreal, false. Previously in 2-19 it was 
stated that : “This is the Maya of the Deity ; by this he alone 
is deluded” - is it not so ? Accordingly, each and every person 
is holding on obstinately to his respective misconception indeed. 

THE EFFECT OF SAMYAJJNANA 

But these Prana etc. do not at all exist apart from Atman ; 
just as the rope itself is imagined in various forms like a snake, 
a streak of water etc., these too appear as if they exist indepen¬ 
dently apart from Atman, and one who conceives (cognizes) in 
this manner is the one who has properly understood, discerned 
the purport of the Veda texts. 

One should not doubt in the manner : “Although the 
misconception of the snake does not exist in the rope, a real 
snake invariably exists somewhere (in the empirical world) ; but 
as regards the misconceptions like Prana etc., apart from Atman, 
they do not at all exist anywhere, is it not so ? Then, how does 
the illustration suit or becomes relevant in the present context ?” 
For, this phenomenon conceived in the form of ‘this snake’, 
when we say - “This snake which is appearing before me” - it 
does not exist ‘anywhere’ in reality. In the same way, these 
phenomena of Prana etc. which have been described above do 
not at all exist anywhere, being in the same predicament or 
situation. In the illustration the snake may exist (as a real object, 
entity in the empirical region) somewhere ; but in the form of 
- “This snake which appears herefore” - it (i.e. the rope-snake) 
does not exist whatsoever, and in the same way, all the miscon¬ 
ceptions of the type of Prana etc. in the apparent forms they 
appear do not exist anywhere at all. Therefore, there exists 
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positively, a parallel, proper relevance between the illustration 
and the illustrated. _ 

Thus one who has determined in the manner - “Atman 
alone really exists ; none of the misconceptions ( Vikalpas ), what¬ 
soever they may be, in the form in which they are appearing 
exists at all either in Atman or anywhere else” - will be endowed 
with the capability, qualification of determining the true purport 
of the Vedantic texts as it really is. In fact, he is the one fully 
qualified person who can comparatively weigh and evaluate, 
determine the respective purports behind the Karmavakyas or 
statements pertaining to religious rites, rituals etc., Upasanavakyas 
or statements pertaining to the Vedic meditations as also the 

Jnanavakyas or statements pertaining to Self-Knowledge ; all the 

_ / 

rest - howevermuch they might have studied the Mimamsa Sastra 
(texts of Jaimini’s school of philosophy which propose to inquire 
into the etymological and ritualistic aspects of the Vedas) - will 
not have the Intuitive Knowledge to discriminate and determine 
as to which is Paramartha or Absolute Reality and which is 
merely empirical, transient (appearance). 

KARIKAS DEVOTED TO THE CONCLUSION OF THE 
PURPORT OF THE PRAKARANA 

WHHli) ■*rat ^ W I 

<rar ^ 113*11 

Meaning : “Just as dream and magic are seen to be 
unreal, or as is a city in the sky, so also is this whole universe 
known to be unreal from the Upanishads by the wise.” 

THE FACT THAT DUALITY IS FALSE APPEARANCE 
IS ESTABLISHED BY THE VALID MEANS OF 
VEDANTA (UPANISHADS) 

In this Prakarana it has been expounded that duality is 
unreal (Asat), is it not so ? For this exposition, there is Pramanya 
(the valid means of evidence) provided by the Upanishads. This 
is not merely a futile imaginative exercise of building a castle 
in the air. Just as, though the dream phenomena as well as the 
magically-projected phenomena do appear to be real, they are in 
truth unreal, false ; just as in the phenomena called ‘Gandharva- 
nagara’ or a celestial city seen in the sky or empty space there 
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are appearances of a commercial street, houses, multi-storeyed 
buildings, men and women roaming about etc., and all of a 
sudden that whole phenomenon of the celestial city disappears in 
a jiffy - in the same way, this universe is a mere false appear¬ 
ance, and this truth the scholars, wise people (Paaditah) have 
cognized on the validity, authority of the Upanishadic sentences. 
If we observe the statements of Srutis like : “All this universe 
was, in the beginning, Atman alone” - (Aitareya) ; “Where there 
appears to be duality there one may see another ; may hear 
another, may smell another, may touch another, but where this 
Jnani is verily (himself) the Atman alone who can see what and 

with what.?” (Brihadaranyaka) etc. - it becomes evident that 

their real ultimate purport of spiritual instruction is that all the 
phenomena of the manifold universe are merely a false appear¬ 
ance indeed. 

i -ggsff 3 w 4<m*fdr \mn 

Meaning : “There is no dissolution, no origination, none 
in bondage, none striving or aspiring for salvation, and none 
liberated. This is the highest truth.” 

THE WHOLE GAMUT OF EMPIRICAL TRANSACTIONS 
IS THE SUBJECT-MATTER OF AVJDYA 

Although what has been conclusively established in the 
previous verse itself to the effect that both the waking and the 
dream states are of the same category on the strength of logical 
devices, this conclusion alone is not the prominent purport of this 
Prakarana ; for, merely by indicating this much there is no 
benefit accruing at all. In order to determine exclusively the real 
essential nature of Atman which has perforce to be cognized 
(Intuited) by means of Agama or the implicit, subtle methodology 
traditionally handed down through a long line of preceptors well 
versed in the Upanishadic pedagogics, the profound teaching that 
- ‘All duality, diversity is Mithya’ - is propounded. Because 
of the fact that if one cognizes that Truth it amounts to his 
getting rid of Avidya, Kama, Karma and the transmigratory life’s 
experience of the nature of Sukha and Duhkha, as also the 
Atmaikatwa Jhana or the non-dual Self-Knowledge becomes 
beneficial, fruitful. 



170 


The Essential Gaudapada 


How is it ? To explain, if one Intuits the truth that - “All 

duality is false, unreal ; Atman alone is the Ultimate Reality” - 

and if it is further determined that both Loukika (empirical, 

secular) and Vaidika (scriptural) transactions in their entirety are 

invariably the subject-matter of Avidya alone, then there does not 

at all exist anything like birth, growth, death etc. Therefore, it 

♦ 

amounts to concluding that there is no one at all who is bound 
(by transmigratory existence) ; nor is there any one who per¬ 
forms, practises Adhyatma Sadhana or spiritual disciplines. To 
one who is bom there is bondage, is it not so ? To one who 
is bound there is a need of Sadhana, is it not so ? Therefore, 
it amounts to concluding that there is neither a Mumukshu or a 
seeker of Liberation or salvation, nor a Mukta or one who is 

Liberated. Is it not true that the quintessence of all Loukika and 
* 

Vaidika Vyavaharas is : By performing such and such a Sadhana 
such and such a fruit, benefit should be acquired ? Only to a 
person who fully believes that Utpatti or creation and Pralaya or 
dissolution of the world of duality, diversity are really occurring, 
this above Vyavahara also really exists. But to one who has 
decided that all these are, like a dream, false alone - just as to 
one who has woken up the gains and losses or the happiness and 
misery accruing from the dream transactions do not affect at all 
- no transaction, whatsoever it may be, is really real in the 
ultimate analysis (Paramartha). 

If the question - “To one who has attained the Paramartha 
Jnana (Self-Knowledge) how can there be no Utpatti (creation) 
and no Pralaya (dissolution) ?” - is raised, the answer is pro¬ 
vided convincingly based on Sruti statements like - “Where one 
sees as if there exists duality, there one sees another” - (Bri.) ; 
“To one who has the knowledge that here Bheda or diversity, 
distinction exists, he obtains death after death” - (Katha) ; “All 
this is Atman alone” - (Bri.)" etc. To objects which really (em¬ 
pirically) exist, there is birth and there is destruction also ; but 
to a false appearance like a hare’s hom there does not ever exist 
any birth or destruction, is it not so ? Observed from the 
Paramartha Drishti, the Absolutely existing (i.e. non-dual,- Tran¬ 
scendental) Atman can never have birth or death whatsoever. For 
any object or substance there can be destruction caused either 
from another object or substance ; or by the mutation of its own 
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constituents or ingredients it can be destroyed ; to Atman, who 
does not have both these pre-requisites or conditions and who is 
Absolutely, Transcendentally as also non-dually existing (by Him¬ 
self, unto Himself, for Himself, so to speak) how at all can there 
be any destruction ? 

It is true that in our workaday world those objects and 
creatures which are perceived to exist are bom and are de¬ 
stroyed ; it has been already demonstrated, explained that all 
those are like the rope-snake, misconceptions imagined in Atman 
(2-29). All phenomena like rope-snake, nacre-silver etc., because 
they are mere mental imaginations only - neither do they get their 
birth in the rope, nacre etc., respectively, nor do they merge in 
the latter indeed and get destroyed. Further, no wise (discrimi- 
. native) person ever imagines that misconceptions like the rope- 
snake etc. are bom in one’s mind alone or that they get destroyed 
therein in the mind itself. 

We cannot also affirm that the phenomena like the rope- 
snake etc. were bom due to a blending of both the mind and the 
external objects like rope etc. and then got destroyed. We have 
already refuted (in the commentary on the 17th Karika of the 
previous Prakarana, 1-17) the doctrinaire theory which propounds 
- “From Avidya Shakti both the rope-snake and its knowledge 
are caused and destroyed” - based on the strong reason that it 
is contradictory to universal experience. On the same basis, 
because the world of duality is a mere imagination (misconcep¬ 
tion), it (i.e. world) is not really created, bom ; nor does it get 
destroyed anywhere or end up in any other entity. Thus we have 
to determine. 

ALL DUALITY IS A FIGMENT OF IMAGINATION INDEED 

Any one may here in this context raise the question : 
“How can it be said that all this world of diversity is a mental 
imagination alone ?” The answer to this is : Whether in the 
waking or in the dream, if the mind is quivering, vibrating - then 
duality, diversity is seen appearing ; but if it is not so, as is the 
case in Avasthas or states like Sushupti (deep sleep) and Samadhi 
(trance) etc., duality or diversity is not seen. Therefore, all duality 
or diversity is verily Manovikalpa or vibration (volition) of the 
mind alone. 
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(Doubt) : The fact of duality being independent is also to 
be cognized by the Karana or instrument, medium of the mind 
alone. This much is the truth and not the (far-fetched) doctrine 
that - ‘Duality, being the mind’s figment of imagination, does not 
seem to be rational, tenable.’ Merely on the ground that in the 
darkness of the night objects are not seen, and in the light of 
a lamp they are seen, it cannot be understood, reckoned that by 
the lamp alone the objects are produced or brought into existence 
; or, in the alternative, merely on the ground that blind people 
cannot see objects, it does not amount to saying that apart from 
the eyes the external objects do not exist at all, is it not so ? 
In the same way, here in this present context too why can it not 
be assumed that the mind is merely a valid means to know, 
cognize duality ? 

(Solution) : Not so. Although in darkness the objects are 
not seen, not visible, or to the blind people the sight or form of 
the objects is not visible, people can touch the objects and 
determine, decide, in an alternative manner, that they exist. But 
it is not so in the case of duality ; if there is no mind, it is not 
possible, in any manner, to determine that duality exists. If the 
mind exists, duality appears or is seen ; if it is not there, duality 
does not .appear ; hence, it is established that the phenomenon 
of duality, diversity is mind’s imagination or misconception alone. 

Here there is an important point that the true seeker has to 
perforce keep in mind : When it is said that - “If the mind exists, 
duality exists ; if it is not there, duality (too) does not exist” - 
there is a scope for misinterpreting this statement to mean - 
“Duality is a phenomenon different or separate from the mind ; 
and in duality the mind is not included.” But, the ground reality 
is not like that at all ; the mind is included in duality only ; or, 
it is rational and proper to decide, determine that mind and 
duality are one and the same. Atman, in His very essence of 
Pure Being-Consciousness, is non-dual (i.e. having nothing else 
second to, or other than, Him ; there does not at all exist the 
division or distinction of Grahya (that which is objectified, com¬ 
prehended) and Grahaka (that which is the objectifying subject 
or cognizer). The significant word “Advaita” - connotes the sub¬ 
tle concepts of - (a) nothing else similar to It exists ; (b) another 
entity or thing apart from It (Reality of Atman) does not exist 
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at all ; (c) within It there does not exist any distinction or 
division at all - all these profound meanings are signified by that 
one pregnant word. To the mind the distinctions of itself being 
the ‘I’ (subjective consciousness), the senses and the sensate 
external world of duality are always visible. To the Jiva (soul), 
who is utilizing this mind in the external world of diversity, it 
appears in the manner - “Like me, there exist many other Jivas.” 
This alone is being called by us as “Dvaita”. In any case, thus 
because all this duality, diversity is the misconception (imagina¬ 
tion) of the mind only, Dvaita (diversity) does not really exist at 
all ; therefore, what is taught in the Karika, viz. - “There is no 
Nirodha or dissolution ; nor is there Utpatti or creation,” - is 
proper indeed. 

The real purport behind the expression - “This is Paramartha 
(the Ultimate, Absolute Reality)” - is : “In that Entity in which 
there does not exist any concepts or categories like ‘Nirodha’, 
‘Utpatti’ etc. That alone is Paramartha.” 

THE DIFFERENCE (CONTRAST) BETWEEN THE BUDDHISTS’ 
THEORY OR DOCTRINE AND VEDANTA 

Here in this context there is a secret which has to be 
discerned : The examples, illustrations of Svapna, Maya and 
Gandharvanagara, mentioned in the previous Karika, keep on 
coming in the Buddhistic Vijnanavada texts. The deliberation on 
the Abhava or non-existence of Nirodha (dissolution), Utpatti 
(birth, causation) etc. mentioned in the present Karika is well- 
known as mentioned l *in the Buddhistic Shunyavada (Nihilistic) 
texts. The invocatory verse in the Madhyamika Karika written by 
Nagarjuna runs like this : 

■q: «dlc*WHcMK fW(. I 

Thus for reasons like - (a) to a great extent there appears 
to be similarity of word usage in the Buddhistic texts ; (b) to 
those people, who do not examine with all concentration and 
discrimination by the mind it appears as though there exists 
innumerable sentences in Gaudapada Karikas with a similarity of 
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meaning too - some people have opined that Shri Gaudapada has 
borrowed his Siddhanta (spiritual teachings) from Buddhists alone ; 
and some others were of the opinion that Shri Gaudapada enter¬ 
tained an opinion that - “Buddhistic Siddhanta itself was 
Upanishadic Siddhanta.” Some scholars, who have not been able 
to discern or divine the traditional methodology of Shri Sankara’s 
Advaita Siddhanta, or those, who are opponents of Advaita 
philosophy, have even levelled the serious allegation that - “Shri 
Gaudapada and his followers who are Advaitins are ‘Prachhanna 
Bouddhas’ (meaning, though they are secretly following Bud¬ 
dhism, they have hidden this fact and have dubiously professed 
themselves to be Vedantins).” Because of the fact that this 
allegation is logically associated with the whole Karika text, 
only after all the deliberation of this text is completed the 
validity and veracity or otherwise of this allegation can be 
truly and elaborately deliberated upon, discussed either in the 
appendix or in the introduction. For the nonce, it is quite 
necessary that one knows this much, viz. : When the Vijnanavadins 
(Idealists) use the illustrations of Svapna, Maya etc., their purport 
(intention) is that - ‘Apart from Vijnana (mental consciousness) 
the external object does not exist’ ; when the Shunyavadins 
(Nihilists) use them, their opinion is that - ‘For any phenomenon 
(appearance) there is no real essence of Being.’ But when the 
Vedantins use the very same illustrations it is their teaching 
that - ‘Each of the illustrations of Svapna, Maya (magic) or 
Gandharvanagara (celestial city in the empty space) indicates 
the truth that there invariably exists a real substratum for a 
false appearance.’ 

In the present Karika the sentence which states that - 
“There is no Utpatti, no Pralaya, no Baddha, no Sadhaka, no 
Mumukshu, no Mukta ” - its purport is : “Just as it is taught in 
the Upanishad that all the Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) of 
Avasthatraya (three states of Consciousness) is imagined (miscon¬ 
ceived) in Advaita Atman (non-dual Self) and that this non-dual 
Atman alone is the Paramartha (the Absolute, Ultimate Reality) ; 
that all the rest of the duality is a mere figment of imagination 
(Vikalpamatra) appearing in Him ; just as the Shunyavadins opine 
that duality is essenceless (Nissara) or just as the Vijnanavadins 
say that all this (manifold world of duality) is a mere momentary 


Vaitathya Prakarana 


175 


mental concept - here in this context there is no such opinion 
at all. Neither the Abhidhana Prapancha (world of names) nor the 
Abbidheya Prapancha (world of named objects, phenomena) in 
their respective forms of appearance is Paramartha (really Real, 
Absolute Entity) ; all these are Avidyakrita Vyavahara (empirical 
transactions projected because of Avidya or ignorance). In the 
Shunyavada or theory of Nihilism no object or substance 
whatsoever is really existing (essenceless) at all ; in Vedanta, 
however, although as long as the empirical, mundane trans¬ 
actions exist or continue the Vyavaharika Prapancha (empiri¬ 
cal, material world) is dealt with as if it is real, its real 
essence of Being, in the ultimate analysis (i.e. from the Ab¬ 
solute Reality viewpoint), is Advitiyatman alone.” 

HOW CAN IT BE SAID THAT S ASTRA IS PRAM AN A OR 

VALID MEANS FOR ADVAITA 

Here in this context a doubt may arise : To say that Sastra 
(Upanishadic lore) indicates (teaches) non-duality is a Vyahatokti, 

r 

meaning a contradictory statement. For, Sastra becomes Pratipadaka 
or that which propounds or expounds, and Advaita is Pratipadya 
or that which is propounded, and if this kind of duality is 
accepted, then non-dualism cannot be established, proved ; if it 
is not accepted, how at all can one assert that Advaita is 
Sastrasiddha or established on or through the valid means of the 
Sastra ? 

(Consolatory Explanation) : With the help of the rope- 
snake illustration we have already (2-17, 18) given a detailed 
solution for this query. Unless and until the reality (substratum) 
of the rope is accepted or acknowledged, there is no scope 
whatsoever for the imaginations (misconceptions) like the snake, 
a streak of water etc. to appear ; for, any false appearance 
(misconceived or superimposed phenomenon) - whatever it 
may be - can never appear (manifest) without there really 
being an Aspada (substratum, support) at all. Merely on this 
ground alone, the Sastra which refutes the (reality of) duality 
or diversity also can be proved to be the valid means for 
Advaita (non-dualism). 

(Objection) : This solution is not proper, rational. For, just 
as the imaginary concepts like the snake, a streak of water etc. 
the rope too is invariably an imaginary concept in its cause. 
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Therefore, assuming - without any valid proof - the rope to be 
a Paramartha or Roality devoid of any Vikalpa or misconception, 
if one goes on arguing, then it becomes illogical, irrational. 

(Solution) : Not so, when we conceive of objects in various 
ways like - “This is a rope”, “This is a snake”, “This is a streak 
of water” etc., although the object existing in front of us is not 
a Vikalpa, there in that region or spot there invariably exists a 
particular substance which is perceived by us and which we 
address as ‘this’ but which is not at all an imagined thing 
(Avikalpa Padartha). Now, keeping that entity (which serves as 
the substratum) as an illustration, example, to propound that 
Advaita is the substratum for all sorts of mental concepts is 
not at all illogical or improper. On the other hand, to argue that 
a thing which is addressed by us as ‘this’ and which is perceived 
by us before us is itself not existing amounts to opposing uni¬ 
versal experience (Anubhava). Even in the case when one obsti¬ 
nately affirms that that substratum too does not exist, then be¬ 
cause of the fact that - one who says that such a thing does not 

t 

at all exist or one who exhibits his misconception saying that all 
these are mere imaginary concepts alone - in both cases at least 
the disputant has perforce to admit that he himself exists, here 
there is no scope whatsoever for the vain argument that every¬ 
thing is Sbunya or essencelessness. 

(Doubt) : Here there is no proper semblance or relevance 
between the illustration (Drishtanta) and the illustrated 
(Darshtantika). For, in the illustration a substance called ‘rope’ is 
an object for the Pratyaksha Pramana or valid means of percep¬ 
tion. But in the case of the illustrated Atman, the Siddhantins 
(Vedantins who propound Advaita) keep on affirming that He is 
not perceived by any valid means. It is quite reasonable, logical 
too. How is it possible at all for any Vikalpas to arise in 
Atmavastu or the Entity of the Self which is ever, eternally 
Aprameya or imperceptible, unobjectjfiable ? 

(Solution) : This is not at all a defect. For, the fact that 
our Atman exists is popular, familiar ; only with regard to 
the question of what exactly is His real essential nature of 
Being there is no certainty, definite cognition, that is all. 
There is no rule of law at all that the entity in which people 
entertain a misconception should necessarily be determined through 
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a valid means (Pramana). If it has been cognized, reckoned 
through the means of perception in the manner - “This is a rope” 

- in that entity who will ever misconceive it to be something 

else ? Only if a thing is generally (perfunctorily) known in the 

manner - “this”, but if it is not determined in the perfect manner 

in answer to the query - “What is ‘this’ ?” - then alone people 

imagine, guess in the maimer - “This is a rope” ; “This is a 

streak of water” etc., is it not so ? In the same way, we all have 

the common, general form of experience ‘I’ ; with regard to it 

none of us has any doubt whatsoever. No one can ever doubt 

in the manner - “Do I exist or not ?” We are perceiving every 

now and then special features like - ‘I am a happy person’ ; ‘I 

am a miserable person’ ; ‘I am a fool’ ; ‘I am a wise person’ ; 

‘I am bom’ ; ‘I will die’ ; ‘I was a young man’ ; ‘I am an old 

person’ ; ‘These are my people’ - etc. The ‘I’ which is Atmarupa 

or of the nature of self-consciousness, awareness is accompanying 

all these thought-constructs, mental concepts. Because ‘Sukhitwa’ 

(happiness) and ‘Duhkhitwa’ (misery) etc. are universally- 

¥ 

acknowledged experiences alone, the Sastra need not undertake 
the task of establishing or proving their validity at all ; it is also 
universally known that they do not always exist in the self- 
consciousness. Further, with regard to this specific form of ‘I’ 
notion or concept - that too is universally established ; that too 
the Sastra need not endeavour to establish or prove. But it has 
perforce only to determine the question - “What exactly is the 

real essential nature of this Atman or self of the nature of ‘I’ 

¥ 

concept ? In fact, this is what the Sastra unravels or reveals. 
Because Atman is not an object for any kind of knowledge (to 
wit. He can never be objectified as a known concept or percept, 
and hence the Srutis emphasize the truth that He is ‘Aprameya’ ; 
it is not possible for the Sastra to delineate in the manner - 

“Atman is such and such an entity” ; in truth, the Sastra has 

/ 

not at all undertaken this impossible task. However, the Sastra 
by propounding that the special characteristics, which are appear¬ 
ing to exist in Atman (Pure Being-Consciousness), do not at all 
belong to His essential nature of Being in the manner - “Ned, 
Ned” - (Not this, not that) - (Brihadaranyaka); “Asthulamananu” 

- (which is not gross, which is not subtle) - (Bri.) etc. refutes, 
rejects all those Dharmas or qualities, characteristics which do 
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not belong to Him in the least, and by such negation alone 
(negatively, so to speak) the Sastra helps indicate our Atman or 
Self. 

THE VALIDITY OF NEGATING SENTENCES 

We should discern the truth that scriptural sentences like - 
“Not this, not that” ; “Not gross, not subtle” etc. - merely refute 
the respective misconceived form exclusively and achieve the 
fruition of their purport, but we should never assume that 
they indicate or imply the Abhava or non-exisitence of a 
special characteristic or another special feature different from 
it or opposed to it. ‘Ajnana’ means the absence or lack of Jhana, 
or it may mean also ‘misconception, wrong knowledge opposed 
to Jnana.’ If it is said : “This is not gold”, it may also imply 
that “It is brass” ; but, in that same manner, when it is said in 
the case of Atman - “Not this, not that” - there is no opinion 
or teaching whatsoever implied, of the type - “Something else.” 
If it is stated - “Atman is not Sukhi” - its purport is not at all 
- “Atman is Duhkhi” ; for, the Sastra attaches equal relevance 
to both the statements viz., - “Atman is not Sukhi” and 
“Atman is not Duhkhi”. In Atman no special characteristic 
form or quality whatsoever ‘really’ exists. Therefore, in re¬ 
ality there is no special distinction in Atman at all ; in fact, 
in distinctionless Atman alone all distinctions or special fea¬ 
tures are imagined, misconceived - and this alone is the purport 

r 

behind all Nishedha Sruti or scriptural statements of negation. In 
Avasthas or states like Sushupti (deep sleep) and Samadhi (trance) 
etc. we are not seeing any distinct quality or characteristic what¬ 
soever in Atman (Pure Consciousness). Therefore, the Sastra does 
not indicate directly, positively in the maimer - “Atmrm is of 
such and such distinctive nature, quality - etc.” ; merely after 
stating - “Atman is not this, not that” - by refuting qualities, 
characteristics not belonging to His essential nature, they 
(scriptures) stand vindicated in communicating their ultimate 
purport. Merely on this count the scriptures or Sastra is said to 
be a Pramana or valid means to signify or teach the subject- 
matter of Atman, i.e. Self-Knowledge. For this reason alone, Shri 
Dravidacharya, one of the ancient preceptors belonging to his 
traditional line (Sampradaya) of teachers, had written the Sutra 
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or aphorism : (Merely because of their refuting, 

removing those Dharmas or qualities which do not belong to 

r 

Atman, the Sastra Pramanya or validity of the scriptural texts is 
established) - this Shri Sankara has expressed in his Bhashyas. 

IN ATMAN DVAITA (DUALITY) WHICH IS INAUSPICIOUS 

DOES NOT EXIST AT ALL 

fsrat 113311 

Meaning : “This Self is imagined to be the unreal things 
and also to be non-dual ; and these perceived things are also 
imagined on the non-dual Self. Therefore, non-duality is aus¬ 
picious.” 

THE PRIMA FACIE ARGUMENT OF DVAIT ADVAITA VADINS 

It has been stated in Kathopanishad 2-3-2 that - “The 
Atmatattwa or the Reality of the Self, devoid of Pralaya (disso¬ 
lution) etc., is Itself Paramartha or the Absolute Reality” - is it 
not so ? Atman is being seen, the imagined phenomena like 
Prana etc. are also being seen. It being so, how at all can it be 
determined that Atman alone is the Ultimate Reality and not 
Prana etc. ? The Advaitins may doubt in the manner that : 
“Because we have assumed that appearances (phenomena) exist, 
there is no benefit accruing, is it not so ?” But whether there 
is any benefit or not, it is true that Dvaita (duality), like Advaita 
(non-duality), is appearing. Therefore, it is proper, legitimate to 
assume that both these are real indeed. 

(Doubt by Siddhanti) : Both Dvaita and Advaita cannot 
possibly exist in one and the same entity ; for, they are opposed 
to each other. Therefore, it should be declared that Dvaita is 
unreal. Is it not so ? 

(Opponent with prima facie viewpoint) : Not so. In a tree 
the manifoldness of many branches is seen ; in the sea the variety 
of waves, bubbles etc. is seen. Therefore, it amounts to saying 
that there is no opposition, contradiction between Dvaita and 
Advaita. Apart from this, it is not correct to say that there is no 
benefit accruing from Dvaita. Just as there exists a benefit of the 
attainment of Moksha (Liberation) from Ekatwajnana (Knowledge 
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of Unity), there exists the benefit of the conduct of Loukika 
(mundane, empirical) and Vaidika (scriptural, religious) transac¬ 
tions from Nanatwa or manifoldness also. 

REFUTATION OF DVAITADVAITAVADA 

This theory, doctrine is not proper. For, although it is true 
that misconceptions like Prana etc. do appear, it is not pos¬ 
sible to affirm that they are real, because their essential 
nature does not exist ever as it appears. Just like the miscon¬ 
ceptions of a rope-snake, a streak of water, they are getting 
sublated, falsified. Just as the real essential nature (empirical 
entity) of the rope exists, subsists as the substratum for all 
mental, misconceived concepts, Atmaswarupa eternally, peren¬ 
nially exists as the substratum for all misconceptions like 
Prana etc. Further, just as the rope itself is misconceived (wrongly 
imagined) to be the appearances, Atman is being misconceived 
as Prana and such other forms. Not only is it true that just as 
those Vikalpas get sublated each by the knowledge, cognition 
of the other, these Prana and such other misconceived forms 
get sublated ; but further these misconceived forms do not 
appear whatsoever in Avasthas or states like Sushupti, Samadhi 
etc. Although it is true that in the Siuti (Upanishad) the 
Sushuptatman is called ‘Prajna’, ‘Prana’, then (i.e. in deep sleep 
state) He is not at all cognized or Intuited in any distinctive form 
with special features whatsoever. It is true that by comparing 
with special forms existing in Jagrat and Svapna we have to say 
that He (Atman) therein (in deep sleep or trance) remains in His 
Karanarupa or causal seed form ; but because in Sushupti no 
special distinctive form really appears therein, Atman exists 
as Advitiya or non-dual (one without anything else second to 

Him) ; in Him therein no division, distinction of the forms of 

« 

Grahya (grasped, comprehended object) or Grahaka (grasping, 
comprehending subject) whatsoever appears. 

(Doubt) : We should aver that the phenomena which appear 
in Jagrat and Svapna are Atman’s ‘Prachalitarupas’ or forms 
which are set in motion, i.e. in vogue alone, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : This concept especially cannot at all be accept¬ 
able to anyone ; for, Atman is Kutastha, in Him there can 
never occur any mutation whatsoever. Therefore, all the phe- 
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nomena which appear in Jagrat and Svapna are (due to) the 
natural proclivity, tendency of the fickle mind ; just as when 
there is a lamp the brilliance, glow of the light that is seen, 
in truth, belongs to the lamp alone, in the same manner it 
amounts to saying that only when the mind exists the duality, 
diversity that is seen or which appears belongs to, is related 
to, the mind alone. In due course (4-73) the Karikakara himself 
states that the Dvaita (duality) of the form of Grahyagrahaka is 
a mere vibration of the mipd. Because of that fact, we should 
not conclude that - “All this amounts to Vijnanavada alone”. We 
will indicate the vast distinction between Advaita which pro¬ 
pounds that - “In the Kutastha Atman both the mind and the 
Dvaita that appears as an object to it are Kalpita or misconceived, 
imagined” - and Vijnanavada in due course. Let it be. On the 
whole, Atman, remaining perennially in one and the same form 
or nature, is Himself imagined both in the form of the false, 
unreal phenomena of Prana etc. and in the form of the Paramartha 
(Absolute, Transcendental) Sadrupa (of the essence of Reality, 
Pure Existence) Advayatman (non-dual Self). That is all, and it 
should not be reckoned that the rest of the phenomena really 
exist as separate, distinct entities and - just like a thread 
passing, running through different flowers - Atman, alone 
exists in all substances, objects. 

ALL PHENOMENA ARE, IN THE ABSOLUTE SENSE, 

THE NON-DUAL ATMAN ALONE 

(Objection) : That Atmatattwa which exists as the Sadrupa 
(Pure Being, Existence) in Avasthas like Sushupti, Samadhi etc. 
Itself gets transformed in various forms with special features in 
Jagrat and Svapna. The sea itself gets transformed into various 
forms like waves, foam and bubbles etc. and is appearing in 
those distinct forms, is it not so ? This is also just like that only. 
Besides, there is a Sruti sentence (Taittiriya 2-7) saying : “That 
Atmatattwa Itself created Itself.” Just as the Paramatmatattwa, 
which is analogous to the sea water of the illustration, really 
exists as Sadrupa, in the same way these various phenomena with 
distinct features, which appear after being transformed in the 
waking and the dream, analogous to the various distinct forms 
like the waves, foam etc., are indeed Sadrupa alone, is it not so ?, 
How is it proper to say that phenomena (Bhavas) are false, 
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unreal ? If this alone is true, then it amounts to admitting 
that Upanishads are exclusively the valid means (Pramana) ; 
Karmakanda - because it signifies phenomena which are 
Asadrupa (of the form, nature of unreality) - though a part 
of the Vedas (just like the Jnanakanda which comprise the 
Upanishadic lore) - is rendered Apramana (invalid), is it not 
so ? 

(Solution) : This is not proper. For, those phenomena like 
Prana etc., remaining as non-dual alone, are imagined indeed. 
Even when imagining in the manner - “They exist in the various 
forms of Prana etc.” - they do not at all exist without giving up 
or discarding their Advayatmaswarupa (the essential nature of 
non-dual Self or Pure Being-Consciousness) which is Paramartha 
(Absolute, Transcendental Reality). This truth we have previously 
(2-30) indicated already. These phenomena of Prana etc. do not 
exist in their respective distinctive forms giving up the support 
of or apart from Atman (Pure Being-Consciousness), is it not 
so ? Even when they have manifested in the forms of appearance, 
nothing else does exist anywhere at all. It is not possible to aver 
that - “In that case, let it be said that Atman too is Kalpita 
(imagined) only !” Because, a Vikalpa (concept, imagined thing) 
can never exist without an Aspada (substratum). An imagined 
rope-snake etc. cannot be said to be imagined without it having 
an entity or a substance (Vastu) which is a substrate for it, is 
it not so ? Hence, it is not possible for anyone to assert that 
Atman too, who is the support, substrate for all imaginations 
(Kalpanas ), is Himself an imagined thing, a concept. For that 
reason alone, the Sruti is stating : “That is Satya (real), that alone 
is Atman” - (Chhandogya 6-8-7).- Further, it has to be deter¬ 
mined that because for all kinds of mental concepts It (Self) 
is the Witnessing Consciousness (Sakshi), It is not imagined ; 
for, in reality (i.e. from the standpoint of universal Intuitive 
Experience), without Sakshi being there, no object (Padartha) 
can ever appear at all. 

(Doubt) : In that case, what is the purport behind writing 
the Karika in the manner : “He is also imagined in the Advayarupa 
(non-dual form)” ? 

(Solution) : The meaning of that statement is not that - “He 
(Atman), existing non-dual is arso Kalpita”. Just as for all the 


Vaitathya Prakarana 


183 


various imaginations (concepts) of individual cows (i.e. the spe¬ 
cies) the Samanya (genus) of ‘Gotwa’ (cowness) exists as a 
substrate - the Samanyarupa (the category of genus, which ap¬ 
pears to exist persistently in all phenomena of the form of 
duality, is also Kalpita (imagined or conceptual) alone ; for, in 
Atman, in the absolute sense, these categories or concepts of 
Samanya (genus) and Vishesha (species, particular) do not exist 
in the least - in fact, this is the (intended) purport of that 
statement. 

Now, the prima facie statement of the opponent that - 
“Atman being of the essential nature of Dvaitadvaita alone is 
proper ; only then, both the Karmakanda and Jnanakan^a acquire 
Pramanya (validity, authority)” - is in all respects improper. For, 
Atman is always, perennially Niravayava (devoid of parts), is Eka 
(unitary, non-dual). It should not be doubted here in the manner 
- “In that case, Karmakanda is rendered invalid !” For, by 
assuming the universally familiar duality or diversity alone if 
Karma or action is stipulated by way of an injunction, the 
Karmakanda invariably acquires validity ; but there is no cause 
whatsoever to imagine that - ‘In order that the validity of the 

r 

Sastra be upheld or established, duality has perforce to be real 
only.’ Besides, once it is determined that Advaita (non-duality) 
alone is real Dvaita (duality), which is of the form of Kriya 
(action), does not subsist at all ; only if in that manner duality 
subsists, it could be asserted that Dvaita has necessarily to subsist 
in reality, is it not so ? The Sruti (Brihadaranyaka 4-5-15) is very 
clearly declaring that no duality whatsoever exists from the stand¬ 
point of the Jnani when it says : “When from the viewpoint of 
this Jnani everything became Atman alone (i.e. Pure Being- 
Consciousness, the Ultimate-Absolute Reality), then there with 
what can He see what ?” - thus, it is not possible to imagine, 
infer that the fact that there is no Vyavahara (empirical transac¬ 
tion) was mentioned exclusively pertaining to the states like deep 
sleep and trance etc. ; for, Vidya or Intuitive Knowledge de¬ 
notes, depicts an Entity, Reality which always (perennially) 
exists and not a particular thing or phenomenon which exists 
(appears) in an Avastha. Besides in Srutis like - “Atman is 
Adrishta (imperceptible), Avyavaharya (beyond the realm of 
workaday transactions), Prapanchopashama (devoid of the world 
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of duality), Shanta (tranquil), Shiva (auspicious), Advaita (non¬ 
dual), He is cognized as the fourth. He alone is Atman, He 
should be cognized” - (Mandukya 7) ; “That alone is Atman, 
That alone thou art” - (Chhandogya 6-8-7) - etc. it is expounded 
that Advaita is not restricted exclusively to any one state. There¬ 
fore, it is proper, reasonable only to say that - “Atman is not 
transformed into the forms of phenomena like Prana etc. ; all 
those phenomena, existing as Atman alone who is of the 
really Real (Absolute, Transcendental) essence of Pure Being- 
Consciousness, are appearing in those various forms.” 

ADVAITA ATMAN ALONE IS OF THE ESSENCE OF 

AUSPICIOUSNESS 

Thus, for reasons like :- (a) Atman is the substrate for all 
mental concepts, (b) His essential nature of being non-dual never 
changes - even when the imagined phenomena are appearing, the 
non-dual nature itself is ‘Shiva’ or of Mangalaswarupa i.e. the 
essential nature of auspiciousness ; the mere imagined phenomena 
are Amangalaswarupa (of the nature of inauspiciousness). For, 
just like the rope-snake etc. they are the cause for Anartha 
(calamities, life’s troubles and travails) like Bhaya (fear), Shoka 
(misery) etc. 

1 IIV*U 

Meaning : “This world, when seen from the standpoint 
of the Self, does not continue to be diverse. Nor does it 
exist in any manner in its own right. Nor do phenomenal 
things exist as different or non-different (from one another or 
from the Self). This is what the realizers of Truth have 
cognized.” 

THE INAUSPICIOUS MANIFOLDNESS DOES NOT 

AT ALL (EXIST REALLY) 

Nanatwa means manifoldness i.e. things being different from 
one another ; where that (such manifoldness) exists there is 
invariably inauspiciousness. For instance, from beings like a tiger, 
a thief etc. which are different from us, inauspicious experiences 
like fear, terror etc. accrue. But if we properly examine, observe 
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the phenomenon of duality or diversity, then we can discern that 
it is nothing but of a nature of Atman (Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness). Just as when viewed, observed in the light of the lamp the 
snake (i.e. rope-snake) is verily seen as a rope, in the same way 
if we see (cognize, Intuit) with the light of Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge), then Dvaita is verily Atman or Pure Being-Con¬ 
sciousness ; the former is not existing separately at all. Then, 
especially in its apparent form of duality it does not at all exist ; 
all that exists is verily Advaitatman (non-dual Self) - and is this 
not called ‘Jnana’ ? 

Now, although in the Vyavahara Avastha (waking, em¬ 
pirical state of Consciousness) the Vikalpas (imagined things, 
phenomena) invariably appear to be distinct from one an- 

a 

other, observed from the Paramartha Drishti even the Vikalpas, 
distinct from one another, do not at all exist. The Vikalpas - 
like a snake, a streak of water, which are imagined in the rope, 
no one ever thinks, reckons to exist really, invariably being- 
distinct from one another - is it not so ? People, in general, have 
believed that a horse is really existing distinctly, separately from 
a he-buffalo ; but with regard to the imagined (misconceived) 
rope-snake etc. - which are mere appearances - no one ever 
believes with regard to them in the manner - “These are fit to 
be cognized in the manner - ‘This is different from that’.” 
Therefore, they are not distinct from one another ; nor one 
can affirm that all of them (i.e. such misconceived phenom¬ 
ena) are one and the same too. In the same way (if this line 
of Intuitive reasoning is pursued to its fruition, finality) we 
can never assert that those Vikalpas are different, distinct 
from Paramatman (Supreme Self) or non-different. Previously 
in 2-30 it was true that it was stated : “Although all these Bhavas 
(phenomena) are Aprithak (non-different), He (i.e. Atman) is 
cognized to exist separately indeed” ; but the intended purport 
behind that Karika was only to strengthen the truth, teaching that, 
- “The non-dual Atman alone exists ; none of the apparent 
phenomena whatsoever exists really” and not at all with any 
opinion of expounding a teaching that - “All apparent phenomena 
do exist without change apart from Atman.” Therefore, there 
does not exist any opposition, contradiction between the teachings 
of that Karika and the present Karika. In any case, thus apart 
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from Atman all the rest of the categories or concepts or 
phenomena - everything else - are merely misconceptions 
indeed. They are not different, distinct from Paramatman, 
nor are they one with Paramatman. Among themselves too, 
they are not different from one another, neither is it ever 
possible to affirm that they are all one and the same ; no 
phenomenon - whatsoever it may be - from the Paramartha 
Drishti - is distinct separate at all. Therefore, the non-dual 
Atman is perennially of Mangalaswarupa (essential nature 
of auspiciousness) ; it is now established that whether within 
or outside Himself (i.e. Atman) there does not exist any 
cause whatsoever which gives rise to Amangala (inauspicious¬ 
ness). 

DELIBERATION ON THE ESSENCE OR REALITY OF 
DIFFERENCE, DISTINCTION (BHEDA TATTWA) 

IS NEEDLESS 

Some among the thinkers - adept in the deliberation on the 
essential nature (or reality) of distinction or difference - first 
assuming that all empirical phenomena exist distinctively or sepa¬ 
rately from one another, undertake to examine the doctrine of 
those who opine that - “Difference, distinction is to be estab¬ 
lished exclusively on the valid means of perception.” They fur¬ 
ther endeavour to discuss the topic after imagining (assuming) a 
question that - “Whether the concept or category of distinction, 
difference is a Dharma (quality, characteristic) or Swarupa (es¬ 
sential nature of Being) of separate entities, objects ?” But after 
it is determined in the manner - “All the phenomena which are 
appearing to us are mere misconceptions ; they are misconceived 
in (superimposed upon) the non-dual Atman” --there is no scope 
whatsoever for this discussion. In any case, the final candid 
determination, decision of those who have cognized the Ultimate 
Reality of Atman (Self-realized souls) is : “As a result of any 
phenomenon (or misconceived object of appearance) which is 
Adhyaropita (superimposed) upon the non-dual Atman, there is 
no taint of Amangala (inauspiciousness) whatsoever affecting or 
adhering to the latter.” There is no harm or danger being posed 
by any Yukti (logical device) or Anubhava (experience) - what¬ 
soever they may be - to this truth, teaching. 
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THIS ABSOLUTE REALITY WILL BE INTUITED BY 
VEDANTINS WHO ARE ENDOWED WITH A COMPOSED, 

CALM, CONCENTRATED MIND 

fafq't><r4l U*t II3MI 

Meaning : “This Self, that is beyond all imagination, 
free from the diversity of this phenomenal world, and non¬ 
dual, is seen by the contemplative people, versed in the Vedas 
and unafflicted by desire, fear and anger.” 

PEOPLE WHO ARE QUALIFIED FOR ADVAITATMA JNANA 

Although in this manner this Ultimate Reality is devoid of 
any blemish, stigma of Amangala (inauspiciousness) whatsoever 
and It is our very Atman (Self) alone, this Advayatma Tattwa 
(non-dual Reality of our Self) is not Intuited, cognized by every¬ 
one. For, those, in whose Antahkarana the latent impressions, 
proclivities of duality are very strong or deep-seated, are unable 
to dissociate themselves from, or discard, their Dvaitasatyatwabuddhi 
(steadfast belief in the reality of duality or diversity), which is 
having a vice-like grip on their intelligence from time immemo¬ 
rial. Because defects like - (a) having attachment in things which 
are desirable, and having hatred in undesirable things ; (b) a fear 
complex that things wanted by them may get destroyed or the 
apprenhensions that some particular impediment or risk may 
entail them ; (c) a pronounced, burning desire for things wanted 
by them and if any hindrance, impediment to that desire is 
encountered then indignation, wrath etc. - are abounding in their 
mind, although this Ultimate Reality which is non-dual and aus¬ 
picious is verily their Atman (i.e. their innate essential nature of 
Pure Being-Consciousness in esse), they are incapable of cognizing, 
discerning It. Only to those persons, who are devoid of these 
above-mentioned defects, drawbacks and who are always ratioci¬ 
nating, ruminating in their minds about this Paramatmatattwa 
alone and who have cognized, Intuited this Vedanta Tattwa (Ulti¬ 
mate Reality expounded by the Vedantic, Upanishadic texts) which 
is in truth the goal of ail Vedas exclusively, this Tattwa (Reality) 
which is devoid of any trace or taint of Dvaita and which is 
Advaita and Mangalakara (auspicious) will be cognizable. 
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This opinion is clarified in the following Mundaka 
Upanishad sentence and such other Sruti sentences, viz. 

- (Mundaka 3-2-6) - 

meaning : “Only those Jnananisbtbas (people who are fully 
established in the Self-Knowledge) who have determined con¬ 
vincingly the Tattwa (Absolute, Ultimate Reality of the Self) by 
means of Vedantavijnana (Vedantic Intuitive Knowledge or Ex¬ 
perience) and who have attained Sattvasbuddbi (purification of 
the mind, heart) will attain the Paramamritatwa (the Absolute, 

really real immortality).” This phrase of a verse, viz. 

- meaning : “Those who are devoid of attachment, fear, anger 
or hatred” - is seen in Gita (4-10) ; there in that context too, 
it has been stated that - “To those who are purified by means 
like Jnana (Self-Knowledge), Tapas (meditation, austerity) 
Bhagavattattwa (the Absolute Reality of Paramatman) becomes 
cognizable.” 

THE TRANSACTIONS (BEHAVIOUR) OF A VIDWAT 
SANNYASIN (REALIZED SOUL) 

Meaning : “Therefore, after knowing It thus, one should 
fix one’s memory on (i.e. continuously think of) non-duality. 
Having attained the non-dual, one should behave in the world 
as though one were dull-witted.” 

IF NON-DUAL ATMAN IS INTUITED, ONE GETS 
ESTABLISHED IN ATMASMRITISANTATI OR 
CONTINUOUS CONTEMPLATION OF THE SELF 

It is spiritually instructed for the benefit of Mumukshus, 
who are genuine spiritual practitioners, in the manner - “Because 
of the fact that in this manner by means of Jnana (Self-Knowl¬ 
edge) the Anartha (life’s torments and traumas) in the form of 
Dvaita (duality) are totally destroyed in all respects, one should 
determine Intuitively that this Atman (Pure Being-Consciousness) 
exists in this manner and should engage his memory (i.e. con¬ 
stantly remember) in non-duality ; one should achieve the incli¬ 
nation, keen interest of the mind exclusively for (the ultimate 
goal of) cognizing the non-dual Reality alone.” 
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Or, in the alternative, the spiritual teaching can also be 
interpreted as : “By cognizing this non-dual Atman one should 
endeavour to establish his mind firmly, steadfastly in remember¬ 
ing the non-dual Atman.” If the second meaning is accepted and 
reckoned, then because it becomes self-established that - “Once 
Jnana or Self-Knowledge is attained that alone will thrive, persist 
in the seeker’s memory” - here in this context the teaching that 

- “This Atman’s Knowledge (Intuition) has to be perforce at¬ 
tained” - is most important. On the strength of Sruti sentences 
like - “This Atman is Brahman” - (Mandukya 2) ; “It is the 
opinion of the Knowers (of Reality) that the One who is 
Prapanchopashama (devoid of the world), Shanta (tranquil), Shiva 
(auspicious), Advaita (non-dual) is Himself the fourth ; He alone 
is Atman” - (Mandukya 7) - which expound Atmajnana if one 
acquires the Intuitive Knowledge of Advaita Atman, then the 
Dvaita Jnana (kanowledge of duality, diversity) which is opposed 
to the former and is false, unreal (i.e. misconceived) will by itself 
disappear, get sublated ; if it is falsified (i.e. got rid of), then 
because the defects like Raga (attachment), Bhaya (fear) etc. can 
never exist, there is no scope whatsoever for the Dvaitasmriti 
(remembrance of duality to be real) to exist as it does at present. 
Therefore, then the Advaitasmriti alone will get set, established. 
Hence, to say, here in this context, that it is stipulated by way 
of an injunction in the manner - “One should acquire Advaitasmriti” 

- is not proper ; for, Advaitatman as well as the Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge) about Him remains devoid of Kriya (action), Karaka 
(means of action), Phala (fruit of action) indeed. 

THE ERRONEOUS DOCTRINES THAT EVEN AFTER THE 
ATTAINMENT OF VAKYAJNANA (KNOWLEDGE BORN 
OUT OF SRUTIVAKYA) ONE SHOULD PERFORM 

OTHER SADHANAS 

Here in this context anyone may doubt in the manner : 

f 

“First, one should cognize Advaitatman by means of Sastra ; in 
order that cognition to become steadfast or strong, one should 
repeat the Smritisantati (continuous remembering Advaitatman) - 
thus here it is stipulated as an injunction.” In fact, some dispu¬ 
tants have expressed their opinions thus vociferously. 

But this opinion is not proper ; for, as we have already 
stated that it is not possible at all for the Dvaitasmriti to subsist 
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or remain once the Advaitajnana is attained. It is not possible 
also to doubt that - “It may be that that Jnana has not become 
steadfast, strong.” For, where is the cause for doubting in the 
manner - “If a sentence is Advaitatmapara or concerning the non¬ 
dual Atman, then from such a sentence the correct, proper 
Atmajnana or Self-Knowledge is not produced” - ? True, some 
people do doubt in the manner - “By means of a sentence 
Apardkshajnana (direct Intuitive Knowledge) does not accrue”. 
But, just as in the parable that - “Some ten dull-headed people 
were crossing a river ; after they reached the opposite bank of 
the river, while counting their total number, each one counted the 
external nine persons only leaving out to count himself and all 
of them were agitated and anxious as they thought one of them 
(the tenth man) has been drowned in the river, out of ignorance ; 
at this juncture a wayfarer counted in order each one of them 
and convinced each one of them in the manner - ‘You are the 
tenth person.’ Instantly, each one obtained the Aparokshajndna 
that - “I am myself the tenth (missing, left-out) person” - in the 
same way, here also when the Sruti instructs in the manner - 
“The Turiyatman, devoid of any duality, diversity whatsoever, 
alone is thyself’ - instantly for the Aparokshajnana to accrue 
there exists no hurdle, impediment whatsoever. 

(Doubt) : If in this manner merely by Vakyashravana 
(listening to the sentence) the correct knowledge of the entity as 
it really is (Yatharthajnana) were to accrue, the stipulation of 
further Sadhanas like Manana (ratiocination, reasoning), 
Nididhyasana (contemplation) by way of injunctions (Vidhi) in 
the Sruti will be rendered futile, purposeless, is it not so ? 
Further, the Sruti having stipulated yet other Sadhanas like Shama 
(control over the mind), Dama (control over the senses), 
Brahmacharya (celibacy) ; Yajna (sacrifice), Dana (charity), Tapas 
(meditation, austerity) etc., according to this doctrine, becomes 
worthless, futile, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : Not so. Because, Manana and Nididhyasana 
also are needed in order to cognize Atman properly. In the case 
of one who does not possess the superlative capacity, qualifica¬ 
tion of attaining Jnana merely by Shravana alone, for such a 
practitioner Manana as well as Nididhyasana is needed. Because 
of the fact that by means of acquiring perfectly spiritual 
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(purificatory) practices, disciplines like Shama, Dama etc. his 
mind, intellect gets mature and thereby the Aparokshajnana ac¬ 
crues, these being stipulated as injunctions is not futile or falla¬ 
cious. Because in texts like Gita etc. it has been propounded that 
for those qualified seekers who perform Sadhanas like Yajna, 
Dana, Tapas the beneficial fruit of Chittashuddhi (purification of 
the mind by way of giving up attachments, dislikes for external 
objects and other desires) is obtained and thereafter the qualifi¬ 
cation, capacity of attaining Jnana is attained - those Sadhanas 
also being stipulated does not become futile at all. 

IS THERE ANY NEED OF ANY SADHANA FOR SHABDAJNANA 
OR KNOWLELDGE ACCRUING FROM WORDS 

Some people like Brahmasiddhikaras (Mandana Mishra’s 
followers) have here raised a doubt of the type : If a Vakya (a 
sentence) is Nirdushta (inviolable, irrefutable), then it is not 
proper, logical to say that for the word knowledge to accrue 
Sadhanas like Yajna (sacrifice) and such other rituals are needed. 
Anyone who has the capability of interpreting a sentence as also 
the familiarity with Nimkta (one of the six Vedangas, that which 
contains glossarial explanation of obscure words, especially those 
occurring in the Vedas, or etymological interpretations), Vyakarana 
(grammar) etc. can reckon the meaning of a sentence. Is it not 
so ? 

This doubt is not proper. For, if anyone’s mind is not 
sufficiently refined (i.e. being rid of impurities like fickleness and 
extrovertedness, and being full of mundane desires etc.), then it 
cannot discriminate, determine that such and such alone is the 
meaning of a sentence. If it is contended that because a sentence 
is Nirdushta its meaning should necessarily accrue to everyone, 
then there is no cause or scope whatsoever for disagreement 
among various disputants with regard to the meaning or interpre¬ 
tation of a sentence. It is not reasonable to imagine, infer that 
merely on the ground of one possessing the exquisite, excellent 
instruments needed for Jnana (Knowledge) even a person who 
does not have * Chittashuddhi’ (purified mind, heart) can attain 
Jnana. For, even if one of the finest pair of spectacles is used, 
utilized (i.e. available for use), either by a blind person or an 
illiterate person, the skill or excellence of reading by means of 
the spectacles can never accrue. Therefore, the Siddhanta (final 
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spiritual teaching) is that - “Only to a properly qualified person 
alone the Vedas or sacred scriptures can communicate, convey 
the proper meaning and knowledge implicit in them, and not that 
to all and sundry the subtle knowledge bom out of the interpre¬ 
tation of the Vedic (or Vedantic) sentences will accrue.” 

Another point : The Absolute, Ultimate Reality that the 
Vedanta Vakyas expound is Atman who is the innermost entity 
in everything. But by nature the common run of people are 
engrossed invariably in examining the external • objects through 
their senses alone. Therefore, only to those, whose Chitta (mind) 
is withdrawn from external objects of perception by means of 
Vairagya (renunciation) and whose mind has acquired the inner 
‘Intuitive vision’ by becoming Antarmukha (introverted) and has 
become capable of cognizing Atman who is Atindriya (impercep¬ 
tible to the senses), nay who is beyond the reach of the senses 
and the mind - to such persons alone the cognition of the real 
purport of the Vedantic sentence will accrue. For that purpose 
alone those who are spiritual practitioners should acquire 
Chittashuddhi through the performance of Yajna, Dana, Tapas 
and Pratyagdrishti (inner Intuitive vision, viewpoint) through the 
disciplines of Shama, Dama etc. Although among the Sadhakas 
for those who have very sharp intellect (superlative discriminative 
mental faculty) by means of merely listening to the Vedantic 
sentence once the full import and subtle Intuitive significance of 
the sentence may accrue, those who have impediments like 
Agrahana (non-comprehension), Samshaya (doubt), Anyathagrahana 
(misconception) with regard to the Padartha (the Reality, entity 
signified by the words) have necessarily to repeat Sravana (lis¬ 
tening to Vedantic texts) and have to practise assiduously so as 
to imbibe the scriptural reasoning ; and these requirements are 
rightly to be anticipated in them. 

Therefore, the statement that - “Knowing that Advaitatma- 
tattwa is extremely subtle and all-pervasive, those seekers who 
wish to Intuit that Absolute Reality should necessarily practise 
Sarvakarma Sannyasa (giving up, renouncing agentship of all 
actions) as also endeavour to observe disciplines, spiritual 
excellences like Shama, Dama, Uparati, Titiksha, Shraddha, 
Samadhana (i.e. Shatka Sampat) etc.” - is quite reasonable in¬ 
deed. 
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JNANI REMAINS WITH NIRAHAMKARA (NON-EGOISM) 

In this manner one who has Intuited Advaitatmatattwa 
(i.e. a Jiiani, Self-realized one) cognizes, finds out that “Atman, 
who : (a) is beyond (the six mutations of life) hunger, thirst, 
grief, attachment, old age, death ; (b) is beyond all empirical 
transactions ; (c) is of the very essence of Pure Being which is 
Sakshat (direct), Apaioksha, (Intuitive) ; (d) is devoid of con¬ 
tinual changes like birth, death etc. - Himself am I” - and 
thereafter carries on all workaday transactions as if one who is 
not knowing anything at all. Without exhibiting in the manner - 
“I am a Jiiani of such and such a calibre” - with regard to the 
abundance of Jnana (Self-Knowledge), Vidya (erudition), 
Dharmasakti (deep devotion, attachment to religious virtues, righ¬ 
teousness) etc. and lives on without any defects like Dambha 
(hypocrisy), Darpa (pride, insolence) etc. whatsoever. Just as the 

Sruti - ?n?nJT: - (Bri. 3-5-1) - has 

stated, after attaining Atmajnana in its plenitude he (i.e. a Jiiani) 
lives like an innocent lad. In order to delineate the behaviour of 
such a Jiiani, Shri Sankara has quoted two verses in his Sutra 
Bhashya (3-4-50) : 

■TSSraffstdl fagH^llddRd I 1 

-qft II 

^ wi ^ ^ tt II 

(Meaning : “The Jiiani who has observed a secret set of 
religious virtues ( Dharma ) maintains his behaviour without mak¬ 
ing it known to anyone ; he is roaming about on earth like a 
blind man, like an ignorant one, like a dumb person. He who is 
not known to anyone whether he is a Satpurusha (a holy man) 
or Asatpurusha (a wicked, unholy man), whether he is one who 

1. In the Ashwamedha Parva verses 46-52 of Mahabharata 
Epic it is stated : 


^tlHlfiUdl fdglR*IHdRd I 
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has not listened to and learnt Sastra or one who has excessively 
listened to the Sastra, whether he is of a good behaviour or of 
a bad behaviour - such a one alone is a Brahmana.”) 

s9 1 

4dM<rllHVd5M 11^11 

Meaning : “The Yati (recluse, mendicant) should have no 
appreciation or greetings (for others), and he should be free from 
rituals. He should have the body and soul as his support and he 
should be dependent on circumstances.” 

WHEN JNANA ACCRUES P ARAM AH AMSAP ARIVRA JYA BY 
ITSELF, AUTOMATICALLY, ACCRUES 

In the previous Karika it has been stated that the Jnani 
should behave like a Jada (dull-witted person), is it not so ? 
What kind of behaviour is that ? To this question an answer is 
provided here in this Karika. 

The statements like - “without praise, without salutations or 
prostrations” - are meant to denote that - “He does not have any 
actions whatsoever which have to be (ordinarily) performed to 
satiate either the deities or the sages.” It indicates that for him 
there is no stipulation of performing a Homa (sacrifice), Puja 

i 

(worship) etc. for propitiating a deity and whatever such rituals 
may be there ; in the same way, the statement that he does not 
have any ‘Svadhakara’ signifies that the annual rites to satiate 
‘Pitrus’ (manes, ancestors) also do not entail him. It amounts to 
saying that for the Yati (i.e. Sannyasin) none of the scriptural 
rites or rituals like - “ Putrotpatti” (getting progeny) for the 

conquest, success in Manushyaloka or this empirical world, Karmas 
meant for “ Pitrulokajayaprapti” (success, conquest in the world 
of manes) and Upasanas (meditations) meant for “Devalokaprapti” 
(attainment of divine, celestial world) - whatsoever is enjoined to 
be performed. Because he has attained the Intuitive Knowledge 
to the effect - “I am of the very essence of Nityamukta or 
perennially liberated state” - for him henceforth there are no 
‘other worlds’ to be attained ; nor are there any more spiritual 
Sadhanas remaining for him to be performed. Just as the 

Brihadaranyaka Upanishad says : dHlcHM 4I3 U II: 


Vaitathya Prakarana 


195 


'Awjiw ^iFira fw^f u* - (3-5-1). 
The purport of this Sruti statement is that since for the Jnani 
there is no desire whatsoever for the three worlds, he renounces 
entirely all the Karmas and the Upasanas and adopts a way of 
life of a Paramahamsaparivrajaka (i.e. a wandering mendicant or 
monk who has no mundane possessions). 

For this reason alone, such a Jivanmukta (a Realized Soul 
in this very life-span) is eulogised in the Smriti in the following 
manner : 

ft<lR[l«(*HUwi Pi4MW.KHWrdH, I 
frpfrfi f^= II 

- (Moksha Dharma 245-24). 

Meaning : “He does not have any desire whatsoever ; he 
does not perform any action with any desire for the attainment 
of its fruit at all ; there is no need for him to prostrate before 
any deity, nor is there any need for him to praise any deity. He 
is freed from all kinds of bondages. The deities reckon such a 
one as the true Brahmana (Brahmin).” 

For him there is no place to pinpoint and say - “This is 
his home” - as in the case of a householder. His living place 
means ‘Chalachala’ ; here ‘Chala’ means the body ; for, this 
keeps on changing repeatedly ; ‘Achala’ means Atmatattwa which 
is Kutasthanitya. When by virtue of his Prarabdha (fate, destiny) 
the forgetfulness of Atmatattwa occurs and when due to the cause 
of taking food etc. the Bahyasmriti (memory of external objects) 
occurs, then the home is the body alone which is Chala. But 
when there is no rise or occurrence of external, extroverted 
memory in this way, then Atmatattwa alone is his home ; mean¬ 
ing, in his essential nature of Atman (Pure Being-Consciousness) 
he rests steadfast, fully established quite naturally, habitually. 
Hence, he is called ‘Cbalachalaniketa’. For this reason alone, it 
has been stated in the Apastamba Dharmasutra (2-21-10) that : 
One who is a Sannyasin should “give up the Agni (hearth) ; 
should remain without a known living place or home”. 

Such a Jnani will be “Yadricchhika”, meaning - he is 
content with whatever is easily available, procurable without any 
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restrictions, constraints as regards his. necessities of life like 
Kouplnam (a strip of cloth worn over the privities), a covering 
cloth, food etc. There are Smriti sentences to support this : 
“Kouplna and covering cloth - these he should wear sufficient 
for his needs” - (Goutama Dharma Sutra 3-18) ; “Some people 
say that things which are thrown, discarded here and there should 
be cleaned and used” - (Goutama Dharma Sutra 3-19). The 
meaning of the Gita sentence - “He is satisfied with Yadricchha 
from whatever is easily obtained” - (Gita 4-22) - is this alone. 
This purport is described in detail in Moksha Darma as : 

fawfdft-fH'WiK: 4 Rc^ I 

ND Nd 

atM 11 - (Mo. Dh. 242-2). 

Meaning : “Without praise, without prostration, giving 
up Puny a (merits), Papa (demerits) eating whatever food is 
available, roam about in the forest in solitude”. 

In this Karika, Paramahamsaparivrajya which is spontane¬ 
ously self-established by Atmajnana (Self-knowledge) devoid of 
any association with any Kriyakarakaphala and which is attained 
by one wlio has Intuited, realized Advaitatmatattwa has been 

explained. For this the Sruti statement : ‘rjjra w =1 cTc'rt fagiy: w 

1 WFRt 1% WIT cfop:’ - (Bri. 4-4-22) - 

meaning : “Those who are Jnanis inquire and think in the manner 
- ‘By progeny what is to be achieved by us ? This alone is our 
Atman, this alone is our Loka (world)’ - live without desiring for 
progeny” - is the authoritative source. In this same Sruti (Bri. 4- 
4-22) further it is propounded that an accessorial aid to Jnana 
(Self-Knowledge) is this ‘Parivrajya’, which is of the form of 
‘Sarvakarmasannyasa’ in which the practitioner has to renounce 
all mundane, empirical rites and rituals as well as accessories like 
Yajnopavita (sacred thread) etc. necessary for them, and is itself 
recommended for those who are still continuing their efforts to 
Intuit the Tattwa. Therefore, the ultimate purport of the Karika 
is that - A ‘Mumukshu’ (seeker of Liberation, Beatitude) who 
wishes to Intuit Advaita Tattwa should perforce be endowed with 
extreme Vairagya (renunciation, detachment from and disinterest 
in worldly matters).” 
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^gT^j^gT <T «nu<T: I 

V^tT ll^ll 

Meaning : “Examining the Reality in the context of the 
individual and in the external world, one should become identi¬ 
fied with Reality, should have his delight in Reality, and should 
not deviate from Reality.” 

METHOD OF ACQUIRING TATTWANISHTHA 

Previously, it had been stated that the seeker should practise 
‘Smriti Santana’ or continuous, relentless remembering (contem¬ 
plation) of Advaita (non-duality, Pure Absolute Being-Conscious¬ 
ness), is it not so ? Here a doubt arises : “Only after the mind 
stuff assumes the form of the external object, the knowledge or 
cognition of the object ensues ? But Atman does not have any 
form at all ! It being so, how at all is there any possibility of 
any Atmakara Vritti or a mental concept of the form of the Self 
being acquired ? If it is not there, then how at all can one attain 
Atmajnana ?” 

For this, the solution is : ‘Atmajnana’ does not mean - 
‘acquiring the mental concept of the form of Atman’. For, Atman 
is Himself, without being dependent upon anything else, familiar 
(i.e. innately, intrinsically known universally). It being so, where 
is the need at all for a Vritti (mental concept, thought-construct) 
about or pertaining to Him ? Since He is verily the Self (Intuitive 
non-dual Being, Experience per se) of the ‘Jijnasu’ (the seeker 
of this Self-Knowledge), He does not have any hindrance, im¬ 
pediment obstructing His cognition. When the Avivekins (non- 
discriminative, ignorant people) have allowed themselves to be 
attached to or' bound by thoughts about aspiring for or hankering 
after the external (transient) objects alone, they naturally have 
acquired a deep-seated misconception, is it not so ? To get rid 
of this alone is Atmajnana needed. Everyone entertains the con¬ 
cept of ‘I’ ; but in it there is intricately included a misconception 
which has blended (mysteriously, as it were), with Anatman (not- 
Self) which is not one’s real Self. Getting rid of this misconcep¬ 
tion alone is the genuine Atmajnana in esse. 

It being so, we should first discern that - “All the constitu¬ 
ents like the body, the vital force, the senses, the mind, the 
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intellect, the ego etc. - which are Adhyatmika (of the corporeal 
plane) - just like the rope-snake, dream and magic - are^ mere 
imaginary false appearances ; their reality (substrate) is Atman 
alone.” In the same way, we should cognize that - “The earth, 
the water etc. - which are Adhibhoutika (of the material, physi¬ 
cal plane) and their effects are all false appearances alone in the 
forms in which they are perceptible ; their essential nature is 
really Atman alone.” Thus we should cognize that the world of 
duality (Jagat) which appears externally and the body, the senses 
etc', which appear internally - all these are - just as it is stated 

in the Srutis, viz. ^ dcHcq 3TR*TT’ - (Chh.), meaning 

“Everything is Atman alone.” - ; - 

(Chh. 6-1-1), meaning “Everything is merely a vain transaction 
of words, speech ; all changes are mere names and forms” - in 
their perceptible forms unreal, false alone. 

Thereafter, on the validity, veracity of the of the Sruti 

sentence - tt sntqr - (Chh. 6-8-7) - we should 

become one with the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) Intuiting in the 
manner - “For all this world of duality which is being seen and 
for me - Atman is the Sadbrahma alone (i.e. the really real 
substratum). That Paramartha Tattwa alone I am.” 

In this manner, after discerning that - “Everything is Akhanda 
Tattwa (immutable, impartible Reality) devoid of a within and' a 
without, and that alone is my essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness” - one who is delighting relentlessly is ‘Atmarama.’ 
One who has cognized the Atmatattwa in the manner that - 
“Below, above, behind, in front, to the right, to the left - 
everything is Atman alone” - (Chh. 7-25-2), and ruminating, 
ratiocinating about It alone, who is ever delighting as an Atmarama 
with the Intuitive Experience of the Self as Pure Being-Con¬ 
sciousness - such an enlightened person ramains steady, steadfast 
without slipping away from Atmatattwa. This alone is called 
“Atmanishtha” 

THE OPINIONS OF SOME VEDANTINS HAVING 

MISCONCEPTIONS 

(1) Bhavanasanchayavada or Theory Of Attaining Moksha 
By Means of Suppressing Heaped Up, Accumulated Imagina¬ 
tions, Concepts : 
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Failing to discern the truth that - “The Paramartha Tattwa 
is eternally non-dual ; Ajnana alone is the solitary impediment 
in the path of cognizing It” - some people had interpreted this 
Karika in a different manner. What they opined was : “By 
accumulating Atmabhavana or concepts about the Self if the 
seeker attains Samadhi, then, as a result of this, Moksha is 
attained. If the mind (Chitta) is fickle, wayward, then it amounts 
to the seeker having slipped down from the Tattwa ; but if all 
die Chittavnttis (mental concepts) are Nirodha (suppressed, re¬ 
pressed), and Samadhi (trance) is attained, then it is tantamount 
to the seeker having become one with the Tattwa alone ; by 
means of Vedanta Vakya (Upanishadic sentences) if the seeker 
cognizes the truth that - ‘I am Brahman’ - and practises that 
Jnana itself repeatedly (Anusandbana) then he attains Samadbi 
and becomes one with the Tattwa Itself. His Chitta (mind) melts 
down all duality (Dvaita) and turns itself towards non-duality 
(Advaita) and finally itself gets merged in Advaitatmatattwa. ” 
This opinion is not proper, correct. For, by the valid means 
(Pramana) of the Vedas (i.e. the Upanishads here in this context) 
once a seeker attains the Vijnana (Intuitive Knowledge, Experi¬ 
ence) of the type - “I am myself Advaitatman” - there does not 
subsist, remain any other Atmadarshana (Intuition of the Self, 
Reality) separately ; thereby, there is nothing else whatsoever to 
be done, performed in order to obtain It afresh, or anew. In the 
case of those who affirm that - “Merely by means of (listening 
to) the Vedavakya, Atmajnana is not attained or It does not 
accrue” - Veda (scriptural texts) are rendered Apramana (invalid, 
unauthoritative). If by means of Sadhanas like Dhyana (medita¬ 
tion) etc. the Chitta (mind) is endowed with Samskara (refine¬ 
ment, purification) and thereafter if the Chitta is destroyed, it 
amounts to this Dhyana being rendered futile ; if it is not so and 
if it is accepted that even in the Muktyavastha (state of Libera¬ 
tion) Chitta exists in its Swarupa (essential nature of Being), then 
Advaita is never established at all ; for, it amounts to accepting 
that even then the two (dual) Tattwas (entities) of Atman, Chitta 
do exist indeed. If it is contended that - “Only after the Chitta 
has transformed, metamorphosed all Dvaita (duality, diversity) 
into Advaita (non-duality) it (Chitta) also gets destroyed and 
hence there is no cause, scope for this doubt at all” - even then, 
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because of the fact that it amounts to Advaita becoming a 
product of a Sadhana of Dhyana, that Advaita (Tattwa) is ren¬ 
dered to be Anitya (non-etemal). Shri Sureshwaracharya, the 
author of Brihadaranyaka Vartika has pointed out many such 
defects in the doctrines of these ‘Ekadesha Vedantins’ (Vedantins 
with lop-sided views, opinions) and has finally declared : “The 
Bhavana (concept, belief) of the type - ‘I am a Samsari (trans- 
migratory soul)’ - persists in a Jiva without a beginning (Anadi) 
ever since Kotikalpas (crores of creations) ; if such a deep-seated 
belief, concept were to be destroyed merely by a Bhavana prac¬ 
tised for a brief time in one particular Janma (birth), then what 
Pramana (evidence, valid proof) is there to assert that by dint of 
that practice made in a brief period of time the Vasana (latent 
impression) continues to exist eternally ? It being so, what this 
Bhavanasanchayavadins propound as their doctrine is not 
correct, proper. By this means there can never be a deliverance, 
liberation from such Anartha (calamity) at all - (Bri. Va. 4-4-778, 
79).” 

It being so, one who is a Jijnasu (seeker of Self-realization) 
should not entertain the misconception that - “I will become the 
Tattwa (Ultimate Realtity of the Self) by means of a Sadhana 
(spiritual practice entailing performance of something either at the 
body level or at the mental level) and thereafter I will try not 
to slip down from the Tattwa.” Atman is verily our Swarupa (the 
essential nature of Pure, Absolute, non-dual Being-Conscious¬ 
ness), is it not so ? What is meant by saying - ‘slipping down 
from one’s essential nature of Being’ - ? What is meant by 
attaining such a state of ‘not slipping down from the Tattwa’ by 
a Sadhana ? It is not proper to believe erroneously (or to 
entertain a misconception) in the manner - “For Atman who is 
of the essence of Ekarupa (one and the same nature) there exists 
a possibility of giving up His essential nature because of Chitta 
Vikshepa (mental aberration) and sliding, slipping down ; or, 
one’s essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness as the Self is 
to be obtained, attained afresh, anew in states like Samadhi etc.” 
In truth, if one (i.e. the genuine seeker) attains the Jhana (Intui¬ 
tive Knowledge, Experience) of the type - “I am ever (eternally, 
perennially) of the very essence of Brahman, Atman” - alone, it 
is tantamount to being one with Tattwaswarupa ; then only, there 
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is no question of ‘slipping down’ from Swarupa indeed. For the 
Gita statement - “Parameshwara exists equally in all Bhutas 
(creatures and objects) ; even if they get destroyed. He is not 
destroyed ; one who has cognized this truth - he alone has verily 
cognized the Truth” - (Gita 13-27) - this alone is the purport, 
intended meaning. 

(2) The Theory That Even After The Attainment Of 
Jiiana There Can Be Dvaita : 

In this context there is a need &r examining the opinions, 
doctrines of some more Advaitavadins who propound a cause for 
Moksha. 

One particular group of Advaitins say : “Moksha is 
acquired by the mere removal of Avidya, which is the 
Upadanakarana (material cause) for the Adhyasapravaha (continu¬ 
ous flow of misconception) of the type - “I am a Kartru (agent 
of action), a Bhoktm (an enjoyer). Therefore, if Avidya is Nivritta 
(removed, is got rid of) by means of Brahmavidya, then merely 
the Nivritti of Kartrutwa, Bhoktrutwa etc. will ensue but not 
Sakaladvaita (the whole gamut of duality). Even so, by means of 
Brahmavidya, Pramatrutwa (cognizership) is got rid of. Then the 
world like Prithivi, Ap etc. is not perceived by him. Just as those 
who do not have certain sense organs do not perceive the respec¬ 
tive sensations like Shabda (sound), Sparsha (touch) etc., in the 
same way here too it should be reckoned. Therefore, although the 
external world of Prithivi, Ap etc. exists as before, the Jiiani 
attains mere Dvaitanivritti alone but not Prapanchanivritti at all.” 

This opinion, theory is not correct. For, at the outset what 
these proponents have imagined as ‘Avidya which is 
Adhyasopadana (material cause for the misconception of the ‘I’ 
concept) is itself not established to be true, real ; in that case, 
where is the question of that Avidya being destroyed by means 
of Vidya ? Sometimes these people keep on saying that - 
"Awakrita which is the state of the seed form of the world is 
itself this Avidya” ; but to say that that is the Upadanakarana 
(material cause) for Pramatrutwa (T notion as the cognizer) there 
is no authoritative statement or supporting proof whatsoever. 
Apart from this, only to one who has Pramatrutwa there occurs, 
accrues the cognition, knowledge of the Prameya (perceived 
object) ; but to say that - “There exists a Prameya devoid of a 
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Pramatru” - is meaningless, ridiculous. It being so, the statement 
that - “Even after the Adhyasa (misconception) of the Pramatrutwa 
is removed, the entities like Prithivi, Ap etc. which are Prameya 
continue to exist” - is rendered meaningless indeed. 

Here anyone may raise a question of the type - “Merely 
by the removal, disappearance of one individual’s Pramatrutwa, 
can it be possible to affirm that the whole world like Prithivi, 
Ap etc. will become extinct ?” But this doubt is not correct. For, 
the world (that we have assumed to be existing really, actually 
before us) is merely an imagined world alone projected due to 
misconception ; apart from it no other world really exists at all. 
If that misconception is removed, got rid of, then the truth that 

- “The phenomenon of the world of duality never existed, nor 
was it removed” - will become very clear. This fact was previ¬ 
ously (1-16) clarified. If it were the case that a really existing 
world does not appear, then merely on that count it does not 
amount to saying that one has attained Nishprapanchatma Darshana 
(Realization of the Self devoid of the world of duality). Merely 
on the ground of a form not being perceptible to a blind man, 
who will ever transact in the manner that - “Form does not exist 
anywhere in the world at all”. - ? In the Sruti Atman has been 

described in the manner - Wti ; it is a 

sentence which signifies a Nitya Satya (an eternal Truth) indeed. 
Therefore, the argument that - “Even after one attains Atmajnana 
the Dvaitaprapancha invariably exists” - is untenable. 

(3) The Theory Of Advaita Being Visible to Anubhava 
Engendered In An Avasthavishesha : 

There is another opinion ; that too is opposed to Yukti 
(logical devices). The doctrine of the proponents of this theory 
is : “Although Tattwajnana removes, destroys all Karmas, Avidya 
and Raga, Dvesha etc. that are produced, it is not capable of 
doing away with Prarabdha Karma which is Srutisiddha (estab¬ 
lished on the authority of the Vedas). Therefore, as long as the 
impediment of Prarabdha Karma exists, It (Tattwajnana) is not 
capable of removing Dvaitaprapancha (the world of duality, di¬ 
versity). The concept that - “The Jnani is also invariably seeing, 
perceiving duality ; at the same time, he is also endowed with 
Brahmatmanubhava (the Intuitive Experience of Brahman-Atman)” 

- is self-contradictory, is it not so ? - for this kind of an 
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objection there is no scope here. For, in the state of Asamprajnata 
Samadhi (a trance in which there does not exist any distinct 
knowledge, consciousness) there exists Atmaikatwadarshana 
(Intuition of non-duality of Atman) ; but being within the 
control, grip of Prarabdha Karma on other occasions (i.e. 
when not in Samadhi state) there invariably exists Dvaita- 
prapanchadarshana also. Therefore, the objection of the type - 
‘Because Dvaitadarshana is Vyabhicharita (changing, transient) it 
is Mithya (false, unreal) only ; as long as the body exists, who 
can, and how, attain Aparoksha Darshana (direct, Intuitive Knowl¬ 
edge, Experience) ?’ - cannot plausibly raise its head here. For, 
only to a person who has got a body while the Prarabdha Karma 
is yielding its fruit the Aparoksha Jnana has perforce to accrue. 
From our historical texts it is learnt that great sages like Vyasa 
and many others, though they were embodied, were Aparoksha- 
jnanis. Hence, even for a Tattwadarshi (one who has realized the 
Ultimate Reality of the Self) the Dvaita Prapancha may invariably 
be perceptible.” This is the opinion of these proponents. 

This doctrine also is not correct. For, if it is accepted that 
- “At one moment Dvaita is seen and at another moment it is 
not seen” - then it amounts to saying that there may be Chyuti 
(ruin, loss) affecting, or accruing to, Atman’s essential nature. 
Apart from this, because an Anishta (undesirable result) of the 
type - “One who possesses a body will perforce have to have 
Pramatrutwa (cognizership, ‘I’ notion, egoism) ; Dvaitadarshana 
also will necessarily have to exist” - is faced with, if one asserts, 
quite opposed to this logical deduction, saying that there can be 
Advaitadarshana simultaneously, coevally - then it becomes grossly 
self-contradictory. It is also not proper to deduce that - “Because 
of facts like - (a) Sages like Vyasa etc., who were embodied, 
were stated in the Sastras to have attained Aparokshajnana ; (b) 
from historical records also it was learnt that they were 
Aparokshajiianis, on the strength of Srutarthapatti Pramana (the 
valid logical means of inference based on Sruti statements - used 
to account for this apparent contradiction) and hence we are 
constrained to imagine that even for those who are embodied 
there can accrue Aparokshajnana and at the same time, together 
with it, by virtue of Prarabdha Karma Dvaitadarshana also may 

9 

accrue to him.” For, if the Sastra expounds statements with 
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contradictory meanings then it will be rendered Apramana (in¬ 
valid, unauthoritative). 

Here one doubt : The concept that a body exists ; the 
phenomenon of Dvaitadarshana exists - both these are the off¬ 
shoots, effects of Mithyajnana (misconception). But because for 
a Jnani there can never be any Mithyajnana, even if Dvaita 
appears as if it exists, in reality all that is Mithya (false, unreal) 
indeed. Therefore, from the viewpoint of the Jnani there does not 
at all exist any Dvaita, is it not so ? Merely because it appears 
as if there exists Dvaitadarshana, what is the impediment for 
Jnana ? 

(Solution) : This alone is the correct Intuitive Knowledge. 

* 

Merely, on determining the truth that - “The whole gamut of 
duality is false, unreal” - in consonance with Anubhava (Intuitive 
Experience of Pure Being-Consciousness), it becomes tantamount 
to (acknowledging) saying - ‘Advaita alone is Paramartha (Ab¬ 
solutely real)’ - and hence even after Pramatrutwa is sublated,. 
falsified there is no question whatsoever of believing at any time 
in the manner - “ Ajhana (ignorance) persists ; or even after 
Ajnana is removed, Atman has two distinct states, viz. in one He 
perceives Dvaita and in another He does not perceive Dvaita.” 
This alone is the finally established (time-tested) Siddhanta. 

(4) The Erroneous Teaching, Doctrine That A Jnani 
Also Has To Practise Advaitasmriti (Memory of Non-Duality) 
Incessantly : 

For this same verse some have written the following com¬ 
mentary : The statement that - ‘By means of Jnana that accrues 
from the Vedanta sentences Avidya is destroyed’ - is verily true. 
But even so, as a result of the fact that Avidya existed from time 
immemorial even this Vakyajanya Jnana (i.e. knowledge bom out 
of the Vedantic sentence) is falsified, sublated by Avidya. To 
explain, Avidya is of two types : What exists as a natural 
phenomenon is one Avidya, what has come into being during an 
interval, for a period in time, is another Avidya. The latter kind 
of Avidya which has come into being during an interval envelops 
(Avarana) the object which is Anatman (not-Self) ; this vanishes 
as sooli as Jnana accrues. But in the case of the other natural 
Avidya (Swabhavikavidya), which exists from time immemorial,, 
it is not so ; even 'after it is removed by Jnana it reappears or 
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rears its head, so to speak. Because it is in everyone’s experience 
universally that even in Jnanis defects like Raga (attachment), 
Dvesha (hatred) etc. (to wit, they are indeed the offshoots of 
Avidya only) are seen sprouting out - (just as a blade of grass 
which has dried up during the winter, comes to life during rainy 
season) we should reckon that, in the same manner, Avidya 
reappears recurringly. Therefore, the adherents should not remain 

satisfied merely knowing (intellectually) this Atmatattwa by meaps 

* 

of Sastra texts ; they should keep on regaining that Advaitatma 
Smriti (memory of non-dual Self) repeatedly. This opinion alone 

is signified by, implied in, the verse : “cK^Hi^ifcni <£< 0=11 ” For this 
opinion there is support of the following Sruti also : ‘cT^ sftrt 

stT^r:’ - (Bri. 4-4-21). meaning - "Even after 
cognizing that Atman alone one who is a Vivekin (discriminating 
seeker) should attain Prajna (the Intuitive Consciousness).” 

This opinion too is not correct. For, in our workaday world 
when people have misconceived (wrongly cognized, imagined) a 
sea-shell or nacre as silver, the real cause for this misconception 
of ‘silver’ is simply the person not having cognized that sea-shell 
properly, correctly, that is all ; but not that apart from the 
knowledge or otherwise of the sea-shell there exists separately 
the knowledge and ignorance of the false silver - none of us 
can ever acknowledge this far-fetched, bizarre concept. People 
mistake or wrongly reckon a sea-shell alone to be ‘silver’ be¬ 
cause of Bhranti (delusion), is it not so ? In the same manner, 
when a simple, frank explanation of the type - "Because people 
haver not properly Intuited Atman as He is. He alone is seen by 
them in the Mithyakara (false appearance, form) as the world of 
duality” - is sufficient (to drive home the subtle teaching, truth), 
if it is misinterpreted in a totally different, distorted manner, 
imagining Vidya(s)vidyas of the types - Jnana which cognizes 
Anatman and the false, wrong knowledge which has accrued as 
a result of not cognizing Anatman, respectively, then it smacks 
of Gouravadosha or defect of not attaching the proper dignity, 
respect, esteem for Sastravakya. 

Anyone may raise a doubt here like : "In our workaday 
world, there is a transaction of treating Pratyuksha (perception), 
Anumana (inference) as Praniana (valid means of knowledge), is 
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it not so ? Therefore, we should accept that there exist separately 
Vidya and Avidya pertaining to Anatman, is it not so ?” But, 
although before we wake up - in the dream transactions, which 
appear therein to be real alone, the Vastuvibhaga (divisions or 
distinctions of objects) like ‘What is real’ and ‘What is false, 
unreal’ as also the Jnanavibhaga (divisions or distinctions of 
knowledge) like ‘correct knowledge’ and ‘wrong knowledge, mis¬ 
conception’ are appearing as if they are true - because of the fact 
that all that was merely a dream, on waking we determine that 
all those transactions were false alone ; in the same way, it is 
reasonable and proper for Vivekins (wise seekers) to determine, 
decide that both the Pramanaprameya Vyavahara (transactions 
involving the cognizer and the means of cognition) and the 
Satyamithyadivibhaga Vyavahara (transactions of dividing real 
and unreal or false phenomena) appearing due to Atmavidya 
(ignorance or lack of the Self-Knowledge) are false, misconcep¬ 
tions only. 

Now, these proponents say that - “Because Raga and Dvesha 
caused by Avidya are seen to be existing in Jnanis too, it should 
be accepted that even after the ignorance with regard to the Self 
is sublated (by Jnana) it sprouts out again” - is it not so ? Our 
rejoinder to this is : “One in whom there appear Raga, Dvesha 
etc. he has not re:i!ly attained Advaitatmabhava (the Intuitive 
Experience of non-dual Self, Pure Being-Consciousness) at all. It 
being so, the statement that - ‘Even after Avidya is sublated, 
falsified it reappears and strikes down, destroys Vidya or Self- 
Knowledge’ - is extremely ridiculous. This school of philosophy 
existed even prior to the Vartikakara (Shri Sureshwaracharya, 
one of the direct disciples of Shri Sahkaracharya). The manner 
in which this fallacious doctrine has been refuted by him is : “If 
Avidya exists as before, even after Jnana accrues, then what is 
the Pramana (valid proof) to affirm that even after that Avidya 
is destroyed it once again does not reappear ?” (Bri. Va. 4-4- 
914) ; “Between Vidya and Avidya there exist the Bhava (con¬ 
cepts) of Badhaka (sublator) and Badhya (sublated) ; in fact, this 
is the relationship that exists between them ; it being so, how 
can the Avidya which is itself sublated ever falsify or sublate 
Vidya which is the sublator ? There is nothing like fire, which 
bums out wood, is itself being burnt out by wood, is it not so ? 
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Even when it was existing, this Avidya did not destroy Vidya ; 
it being so, to affirm that after it (Avidya) was actually destroyed 
it can sublate, falsify Vidya, what Pramana (proof) is there ?” 
- (Bri. Va. 4-4-915, 916, 917). Therefore, to assert that - “Avidya 
rears its head again and again ; and in order to destroy it 
Vidyasmriti has to be constantly observed, practised” - can never 
be proper, rational. 

(5) The Doctrine Of The Madhyamikas 

verse which is like a replica of this Karika had been 
composed by Madhyamikas (followers of a school of Bud¬ 
dhism), viz. : w TRq I T 

■^t 'liquid II’ - (Madhyamika Vritti, p. 1124) - meaning : 

“Recognize that which is inside as Shunya (i.e. essenceless) ; 
recognize that which is appearing outside too is verily Shunya 
alone. (Recognize also) that no one - who cognizes, reckons that 
everything is Shunya - exists.” - This is, in fact, the literary 
meaning of this verse. Here in this context unless and until it is 
determined as to what exact meaning has been adduced to this 
word ‘Shunya’ by these proponents, we cannot determine the 
essential teaching or otherwise of this doctrine. If these people 
have called the Paramartha (Ultimate, Absolute Reality) Itself, 
which cannot possibly be described or defined by any statement 
or words, by the word ‘Shunya’, then the phenomena which 
appear to us within and without in our workaday world are not 
real in the forms they appear. We can interpret this verse in a 
particular manner so as to mean : “The essential nature of Reality 
of this world of duality which appears distinctively in the forms 
of Pramatru, Pramana and Prameya is Shunya.” Then, in that 
context, it amounts to merely saying that “ShOnya” means 
another name for that Tattwa (Atman) which the Vedantins 
expound. Then it will have to be perforce accepted that there 
will not exist any difference, distinction between the tenets of 
the Vedantins and those of these Madhyamikas. Otherwise, if 
it is contended that apart from the Turiyatman, which is descirbed 
and propounded in the Mandukya Upanishad as being 
‘Prapahchopashama’ (devoid of the world of duality), ‘Shanta’ 
(tranquil), ‘Shiva’ (auspicious), there exists separately an entity or 
phenomenon called ‘Shunya’ - then it amounts to saying that - 
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“Being devoid of Vastusvabhava (essential nature, stuff of an 
entity x>r an existing substance) is itself Shunya.” Since we have 
to take up this second meaning itself for elaborate examination 
and discussion in the fourth Prakarana, let us stop this topic here. 
Mentioning merely that such a phenomenon of Shunya can never 
be established in any manner, we will proceed in our delibera¬ 
tion. 

BEING ONE WITH THE REALITY, GETTING FULLY 
ESTABLISHED IN IT ONLY ONE SHOULD NOT 
SLIP DOWN FROM THAT TATTWA 

Now, the purport behind the second half of this Karika has 
been mentioned in a brief axiomatic manner alone. The gist of 
this latter half of this verse is : “One (the true seeker) should 
determine that all duality is Avidyakalpita (projected or conjured 
up by ignorance) in the manner in which this teaching has been 
expounded in the Vaitathya Prakarana, and should himself re¬ 
main, stay put being one with Tattwa ; Advaitatmanishtha (con¬ 
summate, steadfast establishment in the non-dual Self of the very 
essence of Pure Being-Consciousness) which is Itself the Tattwa 
(Ultimate, Absolute Reality) - one should be absorbed in It.” 
Since this topic of Advaita Tattwa is being explained in full 
detail in the next, i.e. the third, Prakarana (called Advaita 
Prakarana) we conclude this second Prakarana here. 


Ill ADVAITA PRAKARANA 


1. RELEVANCE (RELATIONSHIP) OF THIS PRAKARANA 

Hitherto it has been depicted that what is determined in the 
Upanishads as the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) of Omkara in the 
manner - “It is devoid of Matras, the fourth, not suitable for 
Vyavahara, wherein the Prapahcha has come to nought, Shiva 
(auspicious), Advaita (non-dual)” - is verily Paramartha beyond 
speech and mind. In the same way, in the Karikas of the 
“Agama Prakarana” it was mentioned here and there that - 
“Atman is Advaita (non-dual).” Thus what was mentioned there 
to the effect that - ‘Atman is non-dual’ - was merely Pratijha (a 
pronouncement, proclamation), but it was not substantiated by 
adducing Yukti (logical, dialectical arguments). There, no logical 
devices whatsoever were adduced and it was merely proclaimed 
with the opinion (belief) that the superior class of seekers of Self- 

f 

Knowledge would, merely by means of Sravana (listening to the 
scriptural pronouncements) of the type - “Atman is Advitiya” - 
immediately Intuit the Reality of the Self. 

■ 

Similarly, it was mentioned merely by way of a proclama¬ 
tion that Dvaita (duality) really does not exist in the manner - 
“If one cognizes the Tattwa, there does not exist any Dvaita” - 
(1-18). If it is said that the Paramartha is “Advaita” - it means 
that (a) It alone, singularly and exclusively, is Paramartha, as also 
(b) in It there does not exist even the least taint of Dvaita ; 
between these two subtle meanings, although the superior class 
of seekers who are endowed with sharp intellect may determine 
or discern the truth that Atman has no taint whatsoever of duality 
merely on the basis of Agama (i.e. Sastraic methodology of 
teaching in a traditional manner) of the form of spiritual instruc¬ 
tion (Upadesha) - the low or inferior class of students may not 
grasp the real import of this subtle truth. They may, on the other 
hand, doubt in the manner - “When the duality is being actually 
perceived, if it is stated that Atman does not have any relation¬ 
ship whatsoever with it (i.e. duality), how at all can we believe 
it ?” For the sake of such people, too, it has been already 
explained as to how Dvaita is false by means of Tarka (logic, 
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reasoning) in consonance with Sruti statements ; as also by 
means of illustrations of Svapna (dream), Maya (illusion), 
Gandharvanagara (a celestial city) etc. - phenomena like ‘Drishya- 
twa' (appearance as a percept), ‘ Adyantatwa ’ (concepts of a thing 
having a beginning and an end) were exemplified. Though Svapna 
etc. do appear, there is not the least bit of any taint of these 
phenomena to Atman which is the substrata for them ; because 
these phenomena like Svapna, Maya, Gandharvanagara do 
not at all exist before they appear and after they are sublated 
also, they are invariably false indeed. In the same manner, the 
duality that is appearing in Atman also is ‘ Vitatha' (that which 
does not exist in reality as it appears). This truth was also 
depicted in the second Chapter of ‘Vaitathya Prakarana.’ By 
virtue of this tenet it was also determined that the Karyarupa (the 
form of Its effect) of Advaitatman (non-dual Self) is false. 

Now, if it is demonstrated that - ‘Atman by His very 
Svabhava (essential nature of Being) is devoid of any Karanatwa 
(category of being a cause) ; in Him there does not exist even 
an iota of Karanatwa for Dvaita ; He is by Himself alone 
(Absolutely) Paramartha (the Transcendent Reality)’ - then it may 
certainly be possible to establish the truth that Atman, in the 
predominant Absolute sense alone, is ‘non-dual’. For, only if it 
is demonstrated in that manner it can surely be decided that - 
“The Paramartha, which is invariably the innermost Self of 
everything, has perforce to be non-dual” and thereby the 
Ajiiana (ignorance, lack of correct knowledge) with regard to 
Paramartha will totally be sublated, negated. As otherwise, 
merely if Its Karyarupa (form of effect) is shown to be false, 
there may still be a doubt of the type - “In It there may be really 
Karanatwa (category of being a cause)” - lurking in everybody’s 
mind. Because there is an axiomatic truth that - ‘Wherever 
Karanatwa exists there invariably Karyatwa has to arise’ - even 
after it has been demonstrated that the Karya (effect) is false, the 
people with mediocre intelligence may doubt that ‘Dvaita Vaitathya 
Siddhi’ (the establishment of the truth of duality being false) has 
not been completely achieved. This opinion has been mentioned 
in the Brihadaranyaka Vartika (of Shri Sureswaracharya) in the 
manner : 
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ww ^ n ciifM i H i to i 

<!*# ^dWd: II ’ (Bri. Va. 2-4-282) 

Meaning : “Paramatman has two forms of Karyarupa and 
Karanarupa ; both these are bom due to the Avidya about that 
Atman who is Sarvantara (innermost Being of all) ; therefore, if 
that Avidya is destroyed - they too get destroyed.” 

This opinion has been revealed in the Karika too, which 
states : “If the misconception with regard to these two phenom¬ 
ena gets destroyed, he attains to Turiyasthana (the fourth Abso¬ 
lute position)” - (1-15), is it not so ? Because in the Sruti - “He 
is not Prajnanaghana (a lump of Consciousness)” - (Mandukya 
Upanishad Mantra 7) it has been indicated that the ‘ Prajhaswarupa' 
(essential nature of Consciousness) which is of the form of a 
cause is also not present in Atman, it is true that it amounts to 
both the categories of cause and effect being negated alone ; but 
it was stated only by way of a Pratijna (proclamation), that is 
all. Therefore, when a doubt of the type - “Whether the truth that 
Atman is of an ‘Advaita’ Swarupa devoid of both cause and 
effect categories has to be known merely by means of Agama 
(Sastra) alone or is it possible to discern it by means of logical 
dissertation ?” - arises in our mind, in order to demonstrate that 
this truth can also be discerned by means of logic this third 
Chapter called ‘Advaita Prakarana’ has been begun. 

In fact, this Chapter has not been commenced with the lone 
purport of demonstrating that - ‘Advaita can be established by 
means of logical reasoning (discrimination) also.’ Some people 
may doubt in the manner : “Even after we have accepted the fact 
that both the phenomena of cause and effect are false, why 
cannot it be deduced that - ‘If Dvaita is false, Advaita also is 
false’ ?” Buddhists like Nagarjuna etc. who are proponents of 
‘Shunyavada ’ (theory of essencelessness) have undertaken the 
task of establishing the theory that - “No viewpiont - whatsoever 
it may be - is proper.” Therefore, some people may possibly 
doubt in this manner : “Since Vedanta too is negating both the 
categories of cause and effect, it is also championing the cause 
of that Shunyavada alone. In order to Remove such a doubt 
also, here it has become quite necessary to demonstrate the 
fact that - “By means of Tarka also the universal and eternal 
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truth that Advaita is Paramartha can be established” - in a 
convincing manner. 

THE PLACE OF TARKA 

Because it is stated that - “Advaita can be signified by 
means of Sruti and it can be established by Tarka (reasoning, 
logic)” - it should not be concluded that Tarka also, along with 
Sruti (Sastra Pramana), is an independent Pramana (valid means 
of knowledge). In the Sruti, which is the authoritative source for 
the Agama Prakarana, since Advitiyatman is self-established the 
special features of Avasthatraya which are superimposed upon 
Him (i.e. Advitiyatman or non-dual Self) are sublated (falsified, 
negated, rescinded) and the truth that - “Atman is of Advaita 
Swarupa (of the very essence of non-duality, i.e. having nothing 
second to Himself)” - has been clearly explained. Therefore, to 
some extent, the Sruti also has followed Tarka (reasoning) alone 
and has, for the sake of the superior class of seekers, instructed 
the self-established Tattwa (Absolute, Transcendental Reality). 
That very truth was explained fully in the Agama Prakarana 
Karikas. Since here in the present Chapter (Advaita Prakarana) 
too - having followed or adopted that kind of Tarka which is 

r 

adopted with felicity in the Sruti but in consonance with univer¬ 
sal Intuitive Experience (Anubhavanga Tarka) so that it does not 
contradict It, the impediments like Samshaya (doubt), Viparita 
Grahana (misconception, wrong knowledge) are rescinded, ne- 
gated and the real purport of the Sruti alone has been signified 
- it has been affirmed that - “By means of Tarka also Advaita 
can be established.” That is all. This explanation should be 
suitably made applicable to the second Vaitathya Prakarana also. 

Because Atmatattwa is not a Prameya (object of perceptual 
knowledge), It cannot possibly be established by any Pramana 
whatsoever ; because It is Swatahsiddha (self-established), there 
is no need whatsoever for establishing It by means of any 
Pramana. Even so, for the sake or benefit of those seekers who 
are endowed with limited or low-grade intelligence (discrimina¬ 
tive faculty) and are having predominantly an extroverted view- 
point, the Sruti, adopting the ancient time-tested traditional meth¬ 
odology of ‘Adhyaropa Apavada Nyaya’ (axiom of Superimpo¬ 
sition and Rescission), deliberately superimposes on It certain 
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Dharmas (special features or attributes) which do not really 
exist in It and relatively rescinds certain other Dharmas, 
showing that they do not exist in It. Those preceptors who are 
well-versed in this traditional methodology of teaching are utiliz¬ 
ing as an aid to this teaching the empirical logical arguments 
(Loukika Tarka) in consonance with that methodology. Therefore, 
in the Vaitathya Prakarana, in order to clarify the truth that 
- ‘Atman is Advaita’, first Dvaitamithyatwa (the truth that 
duality is false) was indicated and then the Karyarupa (the 
form or category of effect) was rescinded by means of Tarka 
; but here in the present context the Karanarupa (the cat¬ 
egory of cause - as a superimposed special feature) is re¬ 
scinded, refuted. Thus, because Advaita Tattwa is self-estab¬ 
lished alone, It reveals Itself to the properly qualified seekers 
without any hindrance or hurdles whatsoever indeed. 

2. AJATI PRATIPADANA PRATIJNA 

(PROPOSITION OF THE EXPOSITION OF NON-BIRTH) 

toriW ^ ^ i 

11*11 

RH-dd: IRII 

Meaning : “The Dharmaha (follower of a Dharma or one 
who has religious aptitude) who has relied upon or taken 
resort to Upasana (mental meditation) rests (exists) in Jatabrahma 
(a reality or entity which has a birth) in which everything was 
Aja (unborn) prior to creation. Thereby, he is said to be 
Kripana (a wretch, a mean person). Therefore, I will tell you 
as to how (Brahman or the Absolute, Ultimate Reality) which 
is Akarpanya (not mean) and is having or endowed with 
uncaused or unborn Samata (quiescence, equanimity), though 
It is being bom everywhere, is not being bom, even the least 
bit.” 

THE BENEFIT ACCRUING FROM CONDEMNING AN UPASAKA 

In the Upanishads Brahman has been instructed, taught in 
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two forms : (a) the Upasyarupa (form of an object for mental 
meditation) endowed or associated with adjuncts which are the 
effects of names and forms ; (b) the Jneyarupa (form of object 
of Intuitive Knowledge). Between these two forms what is 

described in the Sruti in the manner - 

WHSi+cM an^FTWTT «44>Hf - (Chhandogya 

3-14-2), meaning - “One who is endowed with mental concepts, 
thoughts ; with Prana Sharira (having the subtle body comprising 
the vital force) ; with Bha (Chaitanya) Rupa (of the nature of 
the Light, Radiance of Pure Consciousness) ; with Satyasankalpa 
(having volitions which really, unfailingly fructify) ; like the 
empty space (Akasha) all-pervading and subtle ; having a body 

- devoid of any attributes like Rupa (form) etc. ; with the totality 

of Karmas (actions) which are found in the form of macrocosmic 
universe ; with the totality of all desires found in the world ; with 
all the fragrances found in the world ; with all the tastes found 
in the world.” - is that of “Sopadhikarupa” (form endowed 

r 

with adjuncts, attributes) ; what is described in the Sruti in the 
manner - - (Bri. 2-3-6), meaning - “Not this, not that” ; 

- (Bri. 3-8-8), meaning - “Not gross, not 
subtle, not short, not long” ; - and 

- (Mandukya 7), meaning - “That which is devoid of 
sound, touch, form and taste and which is indestructible” ; “That 
which does not have any internal consciousness, or external 
consciousness” etc. - is that of “Nirupadhikarupa.” Between 
these two forms, because the Upasyarupa is stipulated specially 
for the purport of Upasana alone, this is not belonging to or 
related to the Brahma Swarupa ; whereas because the 
Nirupadhikarupa is being Intuited universally even in states like 
Sushupti (deep sleep) and Samadhi (trance), it belongs to or 
pertains to Brahma Swabhava. Because in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana it has already been established by means of Tarka in 
consonance with universal experience that - “Those objects seen 
only in the waking and the dream alone - none of them is 
Paramartha” - it is proper indeed to determine or decide that 

- “Savishesha Rupa (the form associated with special fea¬ 
tures) does not belong to the Brahma Swabhava.” For that 
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reason only it was demonstrated, by means of suitable Yukti, in 
the previous Chapter itself (2-31) that the distinctions of the type 
of Utpatti (causation), Pralaya (dissolution), Baddha (bound), Mukta 
(liberated) etc. are not absolutely real (Paramartha). Hence, it 

evolves by itself (obviously from all this) that the Brahma 
Swarupa which is stipulated for the purport of Upasana does 
not belong to the essential nature of Being of Brahman. 

Some people who have not known this secret opine : 
“What is stipulated by way of injunctions in Vedanta (Upanishads) 
is Jnana alone of the form or nature of Upasana ; the 
Saprapancharupa (form associated with the world) of Brahman is 
itself Paramartha ; ‘Brahman is bom in the form of the world 
of duality’ - thus the Sruti has also stated in the Srishti Prakarana 
(Chapter devoted to Creation) and hence a Jiva has to perforce 
meditate ,»upon Saguneshwara (the Lord associated with different 
qualities) and attain Paramapurushartha (the supreme goal of 
human existence). In the Upanishads there exist many sentences 
which describe the Brahma Swarupa, is it not so ? In all of them 

there exists exclusively the description of Brahman, but it is not 

/ 

the purport of the Sruti to indicate that merely by knowing 
Brahman intellectually, one attains Moksha - thus they interpret 
the purport of the Vedas. Further it is their contention that - “The 

Srutis like ‘tt stRqr ¥ f^T:’ - (Mandukya Mantra 7), meaning - 
‘He alone is Atman, one should cognize Him’ ; 
fafatflRkM:’ - (Chh. 8-7-1), meaning - ‘He should be searched out, 
He should be cognized’ ; (Bri. 1-4-7), meaning - 

‘One should meditate upon Him as Atman alone’ ; ‘stRqr 3ft 

5 ^oq:’ - (Bri. 2-4-5), meaning - ‘Oh dear, Atman alone should 

be perceived’ - etc. are sentences which stipulate by way of 
injunctions that one (i.e. the seeker) should perform Upasana of 
Atman by virtue of this Upasana the Adrishta Moksha (liberation 
which is invisible and posthumous) which is mentioned in the 
Sastra will accrue, or Avidya will be destroyed.” 

Because the root cause for their this erroneous contention 
is the misconception of the type - “Brahman is really of the 
essential nature of getting transformed into the form of the world 
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of duality” - alone, this third Chapter of Advaita Prakarana has 
been begun for the prime purport of removing (rooting out) this 
Bhranti (delusion) and at the same time signifying the Paramartha 
Swarupa of Brahman. 

THE PURPORT OF THE FIRST VERSE 

Those people who have known (Intuited) Brahman or Atman 
who is Nitya (eternal) and Aja (devoid of birth) assume, reckon 
that ‘ Dharma ’ (meaning Jiva) [The word ‘Dharma ’ is used in 
Vedantic parlance to mean ‘Jivatman’ or a soul ; for instance, 
refer to Kathopanishad 2-1-14] who thus exclusively or entirely 
resorts to or relies upon Upasanas alone in the manner : (A) “I 
am an Upasaka (meditator) ; I have to meditate upon Brahman 
and attain the Sayujya (merger) of Brahman” ; for this, the 

following Srutis are the authoritative sources -‘^1 ^ 

- (Bri. 4-1-7), meaning - ‘One who meditates 
upon this Brahman in this manner becomes the deity and attains 
the merger into of Devatas (deities) ; R 

- (Chh. 3-14-4), meaning - “This alone is the 

Atman who is in my heart ; after leaving this world and I 
transmigrate, I will reach Him’ - etc. (B) “Before the creation 
took place all this was Brahman alone which was devoid of birth. 
Now I am existing in Brahman which is bom in the form of the 
world ; by performing Upasana I will reach that very Brahman 

r 

alone” - for this opinion the following Srutis are the authoritative 
sources : i i ^ i 

I ^ I’ - (Tai. 3-1), meaning - “From which 
alone all these creatures are bom, by which alone- after being 
bom they are thriving, that which finally they reach and become 
one with It - that Entity you cognize ; that alone is Brahman” 
- thus one has cognized an Alpabrahma (limited, inferior Brah¬ 
man) who is Parichhinna (divided) - and hence they consider him 
to be a Kripana (wretched, low-class person) and Dina (sorrow- 
stricken, mined or spoiled man). As against these Srutivakyas 

f 

there are also other Sruti statements which signify that the Upasya 
Brahman is not Paramartha. To wit : ‘3W 

^ - (Bri. 1-4-10), meaning - “One who is 
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meditating in the manner - ‘This deity is separate, I am separate’ 

- thinking that the deity is different or separate from himself - 

he does not know the truth” ; ^ ^^ifd 

, il , 4TqRrmc>t*<lcreil't)iq v ^ - (Bri. 3-8-10), meaning - “Oh 

Gargi, one who, without cognizing this Brahman devoid of de¬ 
struction, performs in this world a Homa (one kind of sacrifice), 
performs Yaga (another kind of sacrifice), who does penance for 
many thousands of years to such a person all those are practices 
which yield fruits which are non-eternal, ephemeral ; Oh Gargi, 
one who, without cognizing this Akshara Brahman (Ultimate 
Reality devoid of destruction), leaving this world and transmi¬ 
grates, he is Kripana (a wretched fellow)” - This Sruti is the 
authoritative source for the above statement. For the teaching that 

- “The Brahmarupa which is Upasya is not Paramartha” - the 

Talavakara Sruti is the authoritative source : 

l W m II’, meaning - “That which 

cannot be indicated by speech, but by which speech itself is 
being stated - That alone you cognize as Brahman ; that which 
people meditate as ‘this’ (as their object) - that is not Brahman 
(at all).” 

THE PHENOMENON OF JANMA (BIRTH) IS FROM THE 
AVIDYA DRISHTI ; AJATI ALONE IS PARAMARTHA 

Because one - (i) who without being able to know (cognize) 
Atman who is devoid of any changes or mutations of birth 
whatsoever, either internally or externally ; and (ii) by virtue of 
Avidya, believes that he is Dina (miserable, sorrow-stricken) and 
has staunchly reckoned that : “I am bom ; I exist in the bom 
Brahman ; (iii) by resorting to or relying upon the Upasana of 
that Brahman, in due course of time (in future) I will reach 
Ajatabrahman (the birthless, unborn Reality)” and (iv) has thereby 
misconceived his own Self, who is verily the eternally-attained 
Brahma Swarupa, as one who has not yet attained that Brahma 
Swarupa - is a Kripana (a wretched, worthless fellow) ; I will 
now tell you about that Akarpanya or Brahman which is devoid 
of Kripanatwa and is birthless ; one who has cognized that 

Reality is called a ‘Brahmana’. ‘3m ^ 
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■ftftr -h str^w’ - (Bri. 3-8-10), meaning - ‘Now, one who has 
cognized this Akshara (indestructible Entity, Reality) and leaves 
this world and transmigrates, he alone is a Brahmana’ - this Sruti 
is the authoritative source for this statement. The cause for this 
Karpanya is invariably “to believe or reckon that Brahman is 
endowed with the divisions of ‘ Upasya ’ (object meditated upon) 
and ‘ Up as aka' (the meditator)” ; the real essential nature of 
Brahman is opposed to that. For, the Sruti states that - “Where 
another thing does not appear (is not seen), where another thing 
is not heard, where another thing is not cognized - that alone is 
Bhuma (the ground Reality, the Absolute Reality as the substra¬ 
tum of all apparent appearances). That which is Bhuma - That 
alone is Amritam (immortal, deathless)” - (Chh. 7-24-1). There¬ 
fore, that Entity - attaining (cognizing) which the Avidyakrita 
Karpanya (wretchedness caused by ignorance) is removed, rooted 
out - that ‘ Akarpanya ’ (Entity * deyoid of wretchedness) I will 
tell you. That alone is ‘Ajati’ (unborn, birthless Entity) ; for, 
That Entity has no birth whatsoever. It has acquired Samata 
(quiescence, equanimity) ; for, It has no Vaishamya (incongruity, 
divergence, disparity) caused by any limbs, constituents or parts. 
A thing which has components, parts - its parts invariably have, 
or undergo, changes and hence the thing will necessarily have a 
birth (Janma). For instance, clay, having components or parts, is 
bom in the forms of pot, pitcher etc. ; a seed having components 
is bom in the forms of plant and tree. But this Brahman - 
because It is devoid of components or parts - cannot possibly 
have disparities or ups and downs ; in fact, It can never be bom. 
Hence, This alone is ‘Akarpanya.’ 

Here a doubt may arise : On the strength of Sruti sentences 
like - 'nsimii - (Tai. 2-7), meaning - ‘That created Itself 

by Itself ; . (Chh. 6-2-4), meaning - ‘It 

wished : I will become many, I will be bom’ - etc. Brahman is 
known to be having birth, is it not so ? This world comprising 
Akasha (empty space), Vayu (air) etc. - is seen to have been bom 
(created), is it not so ? The Vedantins also cannot possibly accept 
any other thing except Brahman as the cause for the world of 
duality, is it not so ? It being so, how at all can it be proper 
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to affirm a rule of law in the manner - “There is no phenomenon 
called Janma (birth) at all” - ? 

To this the solution is : Because, as exemplified above 
“There is no Janma whatsoever for the Paramartha Tattwa” - is 
itself the inviolable truth, even the fact that - “Its appearance as 
if It is bom (created)” - is projected or conjured up - when 
observed from Avidya Drishti alone. Though the rope exists as 
it is, its appearance in the Vikalpas (misconceptions, false imagi¬ 
nations) like a snake etc. is seen to exist, is it not so ? Although 
the moon is one and one only, due to a defect of the eyes it 
appears as if there are two or three moons, is it not so ? Merely 
on the ground of the appearance, does anyone believe that in 
reality, actually there existed a snake, as also actually there 
existed two or three moons ? No, not at all. Similarly, although 
there does not exist anything else whatsoever as a second 
entity apart from Parabrahman, nor are there any divisions 
whatsoever within Itself - that Parabrahman appearing as if 
It is being born as various primordial elements like Akasha, 
physical entities and as Jivas endowed with various conglom¬ 
erations of the body, the senses etc. is itself called ‘Janma’. 

f 

In that case, what is the plight of the Sruti statements like 
- “Brahman is bom as Jivas and the Jagat” - ? To this question, 
the answer is given in the next Karika. 

_3. THE JANMA ETC. OF THE WORLD IS 
AVIDYAKA (PROJECTION OF IGNORANCE) 

Meaning : “Just as the empty space is bom in the 
forms of Ghatakasha (pot spaces), similarly Atman is ‘bom’ 
in the forms of Jivas ; just as the Akasha is bom in the 
forms of Ghata etc., Atman is bom in the forms of Sanghatas 
(conglomerations). For birth this is an illustration (demonstra¬ 
tion).” 

TO SHOW THAT JIVAS ARE BORN GHATAKASHA 

IS THE ILLUSTRATION 

It has already been stated that to conclude that Brahman is 
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not bom is itself ‘Akarpanya’, is it not so ? For this conclusion 
both the reason and an illustration have been mentioned here. 
Because Paramatman is, just like Akasha, subtle and devoid of 
components or parts, He is Sarvagata (all-pervading) and Nitya 

r 

(eternal). Thus when it is stated in the Srutis that - “He exists 
in the forms of Jivas” - the Srutis imply that just as the Akasha 
exists in the forms of Ghatakasha, Paramatman too exists in the 
forms of the Jivas. Their real import is : “Existing in Its very 
Swarupa (essential nature of Pure Being-Consciousness) Brahman 
exists in the Jivarupa also in this body.” In Srutis like : “Having 
created it, (Brahman) entered into it only” - (Taittiriya) ; “This 
Parameshwara has entered herein up to the end of the nails” - 
(Bri.) ; “He tore asunder the membrane of the skull and entered 
through this doorway” - (Aitareya) etc. because of the fact that 
it is being very clearly stated that - “That very Brahman has 
entered into this body in the Jivarupa” - we have to perforce 
interpret them as indicating that Jivas are not really born at 
all. 

The Srutis do not have their final or real purport in stating 
that Jivas are bom. Some people may here raise a doubt say¬ 
ing : “In some Srutis it has been very clearly stated that Jivas 
are bom, is it not so ?” For this too, keeping this illustration of 
Ghatakasha in mind, a consolatory explanation may be given. 
Just as the Mahakasha (the vast empty space) which is existing 
everywhere, when the earthen (empty or hollow) pots are pro¬ 
duced, appears as if it is bom in the forms of Ghatakasha (the 
empty space within or in the hollow space of the pot), similarly 
Paramatman also existing in His own Swarupa, when the adjuncts 
like the body, the senses, the mind etc. are bom - appears as if 
He is bom in the Jivarupa. When we properly observe, just as, 
it becomes clear that though the Mahakasha exists as Mahakasha 
alone, when the pots are ‘bom’ the empty spaces (Akashas) 
within them may appear to have been bom due to Bhranti 
(delusion) ; in the same way, we have to conceive that those 
Srutis have the real purport of denoting that Paramatman appears 
as if He is bom in the Jivarupa ; but the Srutis do not at all 
have any purport in saying that actually or really the Jivas are 
bom. 
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Anyone may get a doubt of the type - “Just as in the 
illustration the adjuncts like the earthen pots are bom, the con¬ 
glomerations of the body, the senses etc. are really being bom 
and hence why should it not be imagined that through those 
media of adjuncts the Jivas too are really bom ?” But even the 
adjuncts also are not really bom at all. For, the earthen pot is 
in reality earth, is it not so ? In fact, Akasha itself (i.e. the 
subtlest primordial element) gets transformed in the order of 
Vayu (air), Agni (fire), Ap (water) and finally into Prithvi (earth) 
and appears in the form of the earthen pot. It being so, it 
amounts to saying that Akasha - with the adjuncts of earthen pots 
etc. - meaning the adjunct of Akasha itself - has been produced 
in distinct forms. In the same way, the conglomerations of the 
body, the senses etc. - just as the Akasha itself appears in the 
various forms of Ghata etc. - are projected by Avidya in 
Brahman alone and hence neither the Jivas, who are endowed 
with adjuncts, nor the body, the senses etc. - which are the 
adjuncts, are born at all. Just as the rope-snake etc. - all of 
them are imagined (misconceived) in Brahman due to Avidya ; 
because such depiction alone is the real, final purport of the 
Sruti, it has no real purport in teaching or expounding that 
Brahman gets transformed into Chetana (sentient, animate) and 
Achetana (insentient, inanimate) forms. This truth will be further 
explained in some more detail later on. For that reason alone it 

has been stressed in the Sruti that - ‘TT*T H<itir u lAd<lc«t(h< ltd IRUcd 

It stRRl dtdHfy’ - (Chh. 6-8-7), meaning - ‘This subtle Reality is 
there, is it not so ? This alone is the essence of all this ; That 
alone is Satya (real), That alone is Atman, That alone art thou” 
- and reiterated that Brahman alone which is of the form of 
the cause of the world is the Reality ; Jiva is really Brahman 
alone (in the ultimate analysis). 

ueifdjj uei+MKdl ^raT i 


1. This Karika has been quoted by a Buddhist by name Shantarakshita in 
his treatise “Madhyamikalankara Karikavyakhyana” - as found in a Tibetan 
translation of the treatise. 
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BOTH AT THE TIME OF DISSOLUTION (PRALAYA) 

AND SUSTENANCE (STHITI) JIVAS ARE 
VERILY AJABRAHMARUPAS 

Just as the adjuncts called ‘Ghata’ etc. which are thus 
Avidyakrita (projected by ignorance) are bom and thereby Akasha 
appears as if it has been bom in the forms of Ghatakasha, in the 
same way although Brahman exists as It is, by virtue of the 
creation or birth of the Dehendriya Sanghata (conglomeration of 
the body, the senses etc.) which is Avidyakalpita (imagined due 
to ignorance) It is appearing as if It has been ‘bom’ in the forms 
of Jivas - this truth has been demonstrated by means of Yukti 
so far. In the same way, in these two Karikas it has been 
propounded that - “Jivas are really Brahma Swarupas alone even 
during Pralaya (dissolution of all creation) and Sthiti Kala (the 
life-span of the soul).” 

Just as when the objects like a pot, a pitcher etc. are bom 
it appears as if Akasha also has been bom in the forms of 
Ghatakasha etc., in the same way when the adjuncts of the pot 
etc. are destroyed, it appears as if the Ghatakashas etc. have 
merged in the Mahakasha (the vast empty space). Just as by 
virtue of the adjunct of many pots, the Mahakasha appears as if 
it exists as many forms of Ghatakasha, in the same way, by 
virtue of the adjuncts of many conglomerations of the body and 
the senses, many Jivas appear as if they are separately and 
distinctively transacting indeed. Just as from the Paramartha Drishti 
(the Absolute viewpoint) the Mahakasha remaining as Mahakasha 
alone, only due to the association with Upadhis and out of 
Bhranti (delusion) it appears as if it is experiencing or undergo¬ 
ing Utpatti (birth), . Sthiti (sustenance, existence) and Pralaya 


1. This Karika has been exemplified by the Buddhist, named Bhavya, 
in his treatise - “Madhyamakahridayakarika” - as stated by Prof. Vidhushekara 
Bhattacharya, Calcutta, in his treatise - “Agamashastravritti”. Whereas 
Vijnanabhikshu has written in his Sutrabhashya that this verse is found in 
Vishnupurana. 
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(dissolution, merger) in the forms of Ghatakasha, in the same 
way Brahman - although It exists eternally without any transfor¬ 
mations or mutations of the types of Janma, Stluti and Pralaya 
or death - It appears as though, in the forms of many Jivas, It 
is experiencing Utpatti, Sthiti and Pralaya. For this reason alone 

f _ 

as the Sruti says : “This Purusha when being bom begets a body 
and is acquiring the relationship with Sharirendriyas which are 
the cause for Dharma (religious merits) and Adharma (religious 
demerits) ; when He is leaving the body and transmigrating He 
dies and is giving up the relationship with the Sharirendriyas” - 
(Bri.) - by virtue of an association with a body alone Jivas 
appear to be having Janana (birth) and Marana (death). 
Because of the fact that the conglomerations of the body, the 
senses etc. are verily Avidyakrita (projections, misconceptions 
caused due to Avidya), for Jivas - in the predominant sense (i.e. 
from the Paramartha Drishti or Transcendental viewpoint) - it 
amounts to saying that there do not exist any Janana (birth) and 
Marana (death) whatsoever. 

WHY DO THE CATEGORIES OF ACTION, FRUIT AND 
ENJOYMENT APPEAR TO BE DIFFERENT ? 

Anybody may raise a query of the type ; “Thus in the form 
of Brahman if Atman is one and one alone, in our workaday 
world of various transactions it appears as though there exist 
many Jivas and to each one of these Jivas, in keeping with his 
own respective Karma, different enjoyments of the fruits are 
accruing, is it not so ? How at all can this be reconciled ?” For 
this query too a consolatory explanation based on the illustration 
of the Ghatakasha alone has to be mentioned. Because of the fact 
that if one pot is having relationship with dust, smoke etc. the 
respective Ghatakasha also appears to be tainted with impurities 
like dust, smoke etc. but all the other Ghatakashas do not at all 
have even this apparent relationship whatsoever ; in the same 
way, it is appearing as though for each Karyakarana Sanghata 
(conglomeration of action and means of action) there exists one 
each Jiva separately, as also each Jiva is having relationship with 
different Sukhas and Duhkhas. The fruit of one’s Karma does not 
accrue to another. 
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THE IMAGINATION OF JfVATWA AS ALSO THE 
IMAGINATION OF MANIFOLDNESS OF JIVAS 
ARE OPPOSED TO REASON, LOGIC 

Here in this context, both Sankhyans and Vaisheshikas were 
doubting about the following defect in the teachings of Advaitins : 
In the doctrine of those who affirm that in all the bodies one 
Atman alone exists - if one Atman gets Sukha all other Atmans 
too perforce should get Sukha. If one gets Duhkha all others 
should perforce get Duhkha only. But in our workaday world 
such a thing is not seen to be happening. Therefore, those who 
accept the principle of proper system for Sukha and Duhkha have 
invariably to acknowledge that Atmans are many alone. 

This doubt is not proper. For, in the doctrines of the 
Sankhyans it has been accepted that the Purusha is Nirlepa 
(devoid of any taint or smearing) and that Sukha and Duhkha etc. 
are the qualities of the intellect (Buddhi). At the same time, 
because they have accepted that Atman is Chinmatraswarupa (of 
the essential nature of Pure, Absolute Consciousness) there is no 
authoritative, reliable source or support whatsoever in their philo¬ 
sophical teachings to imagine any difference among Atmans. The 
Sankhyans used to say that - “Because the Prakriti was sepa¬ 
rately, distinctively providing each Purusha (self), Bandha and 
M5ksha, we acknowledge that Purushas are many. Further be¬ 
cause of the facts that for each one of them Janana (birth) and 
Marana (death) etc. are different or separate, as also at one and 
the same time, in one and the same manner all Purushas do not 
engage themselves in Karma - it has to be perforce accepted that 
Purushas are many” - This was their argument. But, as stated in 
the Karika, since that Bahutwa (manifoldness) can be made 
applicable by the illustration of the Ghatakasha alone, there is no 
justification or propriety in imagining many Purushas merely on 
this shallow ground. The Sankhyans also were saying that - “The 
Bandha-Moksha Vyavahara (transaction of bondage-liberation) is 
not Paramartha (absolutely real).” It was their doctrine indeed 
that for Prakritis alone there were Bandha and Moksha. Apart 
from this, Shri Badarayanacharya has proved that the doctrine 
that - “Pradhana which is Achetana (insentient, inanimate) is the 
cause for the world of duality” - is illogical by adducing many 
arguments in his “ Shariraka Mimamsa.” Therefore, the doctrines 
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of the Sankhyans cannot possibly withstand the onslaught of 
reason or logic. 

Coming to the ‘ Vaisheshikas ’ doctrines now, they used to 
contend that - “Qualities like Itchha (desire), Dwesba (hatred), 
Sukha (happiness), Duhkha (misery), Jnana (knowledge), Prayatna 
(effort), Dhaima (righteousness), Adharma (unrighteousness), 
Samskara (latent impressions) - are all belonging to Atman and 
they were all different for each and every Atman.” Since these 
disputants had opined at the same time that - “Because in Atman 
there does not exist any defect whatsoever and thereby since 
Samskaras (latent impressions in the mind) which are the cause 
for Smnti (memory) cannot possibly exist in Atman, He is 
Sarvagata (all-pervading)” - it is not possible at all for them to 
establish the fact that - “Such and such a body belongs to such 
and such a person.” No one can ever establish a systematic 
theme of Sukha and Duhkha in the doctrines of these dispu¬ 
tants. Apart from this, it is the theory of the Vaisheshikas that 
- “Atman is a Dravya (substance) ; and Itchha etc. (mentioned 
above) are His Gunas (qualities).” It is their opinion that because 
Guna (quality) and Guni (entity endowed with or having that 
quality) are proved to be inseparable and inherent, there exists an 
eternal relationship called ‘Samavaya’ (inherence) between them. 
If this eternal relationship of Samavaya is ever existing, then 
Moksha can never accrue ; if they exist in different places or 
regions, then the doctrine that - “Itchha etc. are the qualities 
of Atman” - itself will vanish into thin air. Especially if it is 
opined that the essential nature (Swabhava) of Atman are the 
Gunas, then there can never at all be any relationship whatsoever 
between them. Because the Vaisheshikas were asserting that the 
Samavaya Sambandha also was a separate, different Padartha 
(substance, substantive entity), there has necessarily to exist another 
Sambandha (relationship) between that Samavaya Sambandha and 
Atman ; then in that event, there would have to be perforce yet 
another relationship between that and Atman - thus there will not 
be any finality reached at all. In any case, this doctrinaire theory 
of the Vaisheshikas cannot be sustained by reason (Yukti). There¬ 
fore, neither according to the Sankhyans’ nor the Vaisheshikans’ 
philosophical doctrines the Atmananatwa (manifoldness of Atman) 
gets established. 
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THAT ATMAN HAS SUKHA AND DUHKHA IS OPPOSED 

TO UNIVERSAL EXPERIENCE 

These philosophical systems (schools) were in vogue in 
ancient times. Although they are not existing today, there do exist 
Vedantins as also other Dvaitins (dualists) who profess the cause 
of the theory of Atmananatwa. But their opinions are opposed 
to universal experience. For, the contention that Atman has 
relationship with Sukha and Duhkha is rendered false in states 
like Sushupti and such other states. It is a fact of universal 
experience known to everyone that in deep sleep Atman does 
not have the experience of Sukha. Some Dvaita Vedantins 
stubbornly start affirming on the strength of the memory of the 
type - “I slept happily” - that therein too Atman does have the 
taint of Sukha and Duhkha. But because of the fact that in the 
experience of deep sleep it is quite familiar to everyone that 
therein there does not exist any cognition whatsoever of distinc¬ 
tions like ‘I’, ‘You’ ; ‘Sukha’, ‘Duhkha’ - etc. to disregard this 
universal experience and, on the other hand, to attach all impor¬ 
tance and value to the ‘memory’ that accrues in the waking with 
regard to this phenomenon of deep sleep in their reasoning is 
very clearly vain logic indeed. 

Anybody may raise an objection of the type - “To the 
question that - ‘If it is asserted that Atman really does not have 
any relationship whatsoever with Sukha and Duhkha, there will 
be a doubt as to who is having Bandha ; besides, in order to 
evade the Samsara Bandha to whom should the Sastra instruct ?’ 
-To such other queries there is no solution whatsoever forthcom¬ 
ing from Atmaikatwavadins (proponents of the theory of Atman 
being non-dual), is it not so ?” But this objection is not proper. 
For, to this objection too by means of the illustration of the 
Ghatakasha - as mentioned in the present Karika - a solution can 
be provided. Just as by virtue of a relationship with Upadhis like 
the Ghata (pot) etc. even when defects like dust, smoke etc. are 
imagined to exist in Akasha due to Avidya but actually to the 
Mahakasha their taint is not there even the least bit and never 
at any time, in the same way even when the Avivekins (non- 
discriminative people) have imagined that Jivas too in the 
Vyavahara Avastha (state of empirical, mundane existence, mean¬ 
ing the waking state), by virtue of their association with the 
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conglomerations of the body and the senses, are having Sukha 
and Duhkha, from the Paramartha Drishti - in the non-dual 
Paramatman who is of the essential nature of Nitya (eternal), 
Shuddha (Pure, Absolute), Mukta (liberated) there does not at all 
exist even the least bit of relationship with Bandlia or Moksha 
etc. In fact, Dvaitins also often accept the Drishti Bheda (differ¬ 
ent viewpoints) of Vyavahara and Paramartha. Even Dvaitins 
also acknowledge that in order to teach or propound the 
truth that - “When the Dehadharmas (qualities belonging to 
the body) are being misconceived (Adhyasa) in Atman, even 
though it appears as though Atman Himself is having birth, 
old age, death etc., from the Paramartha Drishti, Atman does 
not at all have Janma, Jara, Marana etc.” - alone the Sastra 
exists, is it not so ? In the same way, in the teachings of Advaita 
Vedantins too because they have acknowledged the fact that the 

f 

Sastra is there with a view to teaching that - “Although due to 
Avidya it is imagined that Atmans are many and that they have 
Samsaritwa, from the Paramartha Drishti Jivas do not at all have 
any Bandha, Moksha etc.” - there is no contradiction in their 
philosophical teachings. 

In any case, in this manner, just like the illustration of the 
Ghatakasha and Mahakasha for Atmans in the Jivarupa, both 
Utpattyadi (birth etc.) and Samsaritwa (transmigratory existence) 
are Kalpita (imagined, misconceived). Because in the Absolute 
sense it can be stated that - “Atman is one and one alone (i.e. 
non-dual) ; He is Nityamukta (eternally free, liberated)” - it 
should be concluded, discerned that the doctrinaire theories of 
Dvaitins who imagine that Atman and Anatman are absolutely 
real (i.e. existing really, distinctively) are not proper. 

cnt l 
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Meaning : “Further, just as phenomena like form, action 
and name are distinctively separate here and there but only 
empty space (Akasha) does not have any distinctions, in the 

* 

1. Prof. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, Calcutta, has inferred that in a 
Tibetan transliteration by Bhavya called “Tarkajwala” there exists a Karika 
with the same opinion. 
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same -way, there should be a decision (arrived at) with regard 
to Jivas.” 

EMPIRICAL TRANSACTIONS OF TREATING NAMES, FORMS 
AND ACTIONS AS DIFFERENT, DISTINCT 

(Doubt) : In the doctrine of Dvaitins who say that Atmans 
are many, the fact of each person having a different name, each 
one having a different form or appearance, each one having a 
different action - thus each of these aspects being real separately 
becomes suitable, applicable. But in the Advaita Siddhanta (phi¬ 
losophy of non-dualism) which propounds that Atman is one and 
one alone how at all can all these aspects mentioned above be 
applicable ? To provide a mere consolatory explanation to this 
doubt, saying that - ‘All this appears due to Avidya’ - is not 
proper. For, when it is really and undoubtedly being perceived 
(by all) that Jivas are actually distinct, one from the other in the 
matter of names, forms and actions, if we go on imagining that 
all those things are merely Avidyakrita - then whatever becomes 
inconvenient or unsuitable to the Vedantins’ tenets - all that 
can. be nonchalantly brushed aside on the strength of this 
theory of ‘Avidyakrita’, is it not so ? Anybody who follows 
tenets which are in consonance with universal experience - how 
can he accept this kind of a doctrine ? 

(Solution) : For this a convincing solution is : Even for this 
doubt also it amounts to our having provided an answer by 
means of the illustration of the Akasha. Although the vast empty 
space is one and one alone, due to the differences or distinctions 
of Upadhis like a pot, a pitcher, a large room etc. we imagine 
in our workaday dealings that the pot-space, the pitcher-space and 
the room-space are all different and various ; and we think that 
they are having different forms so that relatively the pot-space is 
small, the pitcher-space is bigger, while the room-space is the 
biggest ; similarly, we imagine in our workaday transactions that 
we can bring a little quantity of water in a pot for drinking 
purposes, store large quantities of water in the pitcher and sleep 
and live in a big room - thus we think of various acts of utility. 
Just as in one and the same vast empty space the distinctions of 
names, forms and actions are imagined (conceived) due to the 
differences of the Upadhis (adjuncts) alone, in the same way to 
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accept the tenet that - ‘Due to the cause of the adjuncts like the 
body, the senses Jivas are also imagined to have different names, 
forms and actions’ - there is no defect whatsoever. Therefore, 
Advaitins have determined the truth that - ‘In one and the same 
Atman thus the distinctions of name, form and action are mis¬ 
conceived only.” 

'Hl+ISflW ^dl+ivll W I 
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Meaning : “Just as for the Akasha, Ghatakasha is neither 
a Vikara (a mutation, transformation) nor an Avayava (com¬ 
ponent), in the same way for Paramatman too Jiva is neither 
a mutation, transformation nor a component, part.” 

(Objection) : The illustration that is given here is itself not 
proper or relevant - thus any Dvaitin may doubt. For, the various 
phenomena of names, forms and actions that are seen in the 
Ghatakasha etc. are actually existing distinctively, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : This is not proper. For, Ghatakasha is not a 
real effect or resultant change of Akasha. Just as an effect of an 
ornament takes place from gold, no one ever thinks or will accept 
the veracity of the statement that the vast empty space itself has 
undergone a change or transformation to become the congested, 
restricted pot-space, is it not so ? Does anyone say that just as 
the Karyarupas (forms of effect) like foam, bubble, ice etc. are 
caused from water, from the cause of Mahakasha (vast empty 
space) the effect of Ghatakasha (pot-space) has occurred ? Or, 
does anyone say that just as to a tree the branch is a component 
- of the real Akasha imaginary phenomena like Ghatakasha etc. 
are parts or components ? In any case, for the Akasha all the 
phenomena like Ghatakasha etc. are neither Karyarupa (forms of 
effect) nor Avayava (parts) ; for, Akasha itself is an entity 
without parts. It being so, it should perforce be admitted that 
due to the association with adjuncts alone the various names 
like Ghatakasha, Karakakasha, Apavarakakasha etc. and their 
respective forms and functions too appear as though they are 
different and varied, indeed. In the same way, it can never be 
stated that Jivas are the Vikaras (distinctive, mutated forms) nor 
Avayavas (constituents, components) of Paramatman. Therefore, 
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it amounts to saying that the common run of people are trans¬ 
acting in the manner that Atmans are distinct and various due to 
misconception alone. 

THE MISCONCEPTIONS THAT SOME DISPUTANTS HAVE 
ENTERTAINED WITH REGARD TO JlVAS 

Some ancient Vedantins like Bhartmprapancha etc., despite 
all this being expounded so, had imagined that because Jivas 
have been called ‘ Vijhanamayas' (full of consciousness) in the 
Srutis, the Jivas are verily the Vikaras (mutations) of Paramatma- 
chaitanya (the Pure Consciousness of the Supreme Self). Because 
of the fact that in the Sruti it is stated that - “Just as the sparks 
fly off from fire, from Paramatman are bom the Jivatmans” - 
Jivas are the Amsha (a part) of Paramatman - thus some others 
had interpreted it. Even today some Dvaitins are saying that 
Jivatmans are actually the Amshas alone of Paramatman. All 
this is not proper. For, since Paramatman does not possess any 
Avayavas, it will be wrong to understand or reckon that Jivas are 
either the Vikara or Amshas ; especially if Atman is reckoned 
to be ‘Savayav a’ (endowed with parts) there will be opposition 
to the Sruti which states that Atman is ‘Eka ’ (one and one only) 
and Advitiya (non-dual) ; because anything that is Savayava has 
perforce to be Anitya (non-etemal), these disputants will be 
confronted by an undesirable inference or concept that Paramatman 
is Anitya and Vinashi (destructible, mortal). Some other modem 
(present-day) Vedantins have imagined a relationship of Prakara 
(mode, manner) and Prakari (a thing endowed with that mode) 
between Paramatman and the Jivas. But because it is not pos¬ 
sible at all to imagine whether Dravya (substance) and Guna 
(quality) are Bhinna (different) or Abhinna (non-different), 
their theory also is defective. Some others have imagined that 
Jivas are the embodiments of Paramatman t, and just like the sun 
and his rays Paramatman is Amshi (one endowed with parts) and 
Jivas are Amshas (the parts) ; all these are mere concepts, 
imaginations alone and have no support whatsoever of any 
Sruti or Yukti or Anubhava. Hence there is no necessity of 
examining or considering their doctrinaire, dogmatic theories at 
all. Therefore, it should be discerned that by virtue of the 
Upadhis projected by Avidya alone the empirical transaction 
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of Jivabheda (manifoldness and distinctions among Jivas) 
has arisen. 

W «IMHi W I 
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Meaning : “Just as for the boys Akasha is polluted by 
impurities, in the same way for the ignorant people Atman too 
is impure with impurities.” 

THERE ARE NO IMPURITIES LIKE 
KLESHA (DISTRESS) ETC. IN JIVATMAN 

(Objection) : Let it be that Jiva is neither a mutation nor 
a part of Paramatman ; merely on that count can it be said that 
Jiva himseif is Paramatman ? Paramatman means Atman who is 
of the essence of Nitya, Shuddha, Buddha, Mukta ; not one like 
the Jiva who is associated with impurities like Klesha (misery, 
distress), Karma (action), Phala (fruit) and is verily endowed with 
Antahkarana (Mind) which is the native place for their Vasanas 
(latent impressions). It being so, to say that both of them are one 
and the same is a contradictory statement, is it not so ? In 
Paramatman Kleshas like Avidya (ignorance), Raga (attachment) 
etc. do not exist, nor Karmas which are of the forms of Punya 
(merit) and Papa (demerit) ; nor does He have any taint of 
Karmaphalabhoga (enjoying the fruits of actions) nor its Vasana 
(latent propensities). These are facts which are Srutisiddha (es¬ 
tablished by the scriptures). Therefore, the tenet that - “Paramatman 
means the Parameshwara whom all the Jivas have to meditate 
upon and become blessed by Him” - alone is correct. In some 
Srutis it has been stated that Paramatman Himself is the Atman 
of everyone ; but if their literary meaning itself is taken to be 
the Tattwa (Absolutely real or True), then it will be rendered 
to be an extremely contradictory statement and hence it 
appears to us that to say that - ‘Those statements are 
‘Arthavada ’ (of secondary importance) sentences which have 
been used for the purpose of eulogising, praising Upasana’ - 
is proper. 


1. Prof. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has written that this Karika is quoted 
by Shantarakshita in his ‘Madhyamakalankara Karika.’ 
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(Solution) : It is true that if, as you have said, there were 
really these Klesha etc. in Atman, we would have had to accept 
this indeed. But the truth is not like this at all. It has been 
already established on the analogy of the illustration of the 
Ghatakasha that Atman, whom the common run of people are 
reckoning to be a Jiva, is actually Nityashuddha (eternally pure), 
but Avivekins (non-discriminating, ignorant people) only believe 
Him to be a Samsari. Therefore, the concept that Jiva has Klesha. 
and such other tribulations of transmigratory existence is verily 
Avidyakrita and not Paramartha (really real). Just as the non¬ 
discriminating people believe that Akasha has pollution, they are 
misconceiving Jiva to be having Klesha etc. Although from our 
Vyavahara Drishti it is appearing that Akasha possesses a blue 
colour, those people who have discrimination decide that empty 
space has no colour whatsoever, is it not so ? In the same way, 
those who have cognized the Reality of Atman will never 
believe that He has Samsara Dharmas. Although Avivekins are 
rushing towards a mirage with the intention of drinking water, 
thinking that in that region there exists water, the people who 
know the ground reality decide in the manner - “This is verily 
a mirage ; there does not exist any water here” ; in the same 
way, Vivekins decide that in Atman there does not at all exist 
Samsaritwa. Even the empty space being polluted in the lower 
regions or the water of the mirage etc., which the Avivekins have 
misconceived to exist, really do not exist, is it not so ? In the 
same way, the misery and other tribulations of Samsara that the 
common people have misconceived to exist, do not exist at all 
in reality in Atman - thus the seekers should discern. 

twit yeftitftg imi 

Meaning : “In all aspects like dying, being bom, going 
and coming, standing - in all the bodies the Jiva exists in a 
manner not different from Akasha.” 

ALL PHENOMENA LIKE JANMA, MARANA ETC. 

OF JIVA ARE AVIDYAKRITA 

The topic which was explained with the help of the illus- 


1. In some books herein there is a text like - 
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tration of the empty space so far is being concluded here. If the 
pot gets destroyed then the pot-space or Ghatakasha does not get 
destroyed ; neither when the pot is produced that empty space 
is bom ; if the pot is carried away to some other place, the empty 
space does not travel along with it. Or if the pot is brought back 
the empty space does not return along with it. If the pot rests 
where it is, it cannot be said that the empty space has stood still. 
Neither the good qualities nor the defects of the pot taint in 
the least the empty space. Whatever changes may occur in. the 
pot, the empty space remains (Unaffected) as it is. Is it not so ? 
Akasha <is a Dravya (substance) which has no relationship with 
any other thing - called in Vedantic parlance ‘Amurta Dravya’ 
(formless substance) ; for this reason too, observed from the 
Absolute viewpoint, because even the phenomenon called ‘pot’ is 
a form of Prithivi (element earth) only - which is the Karya 
(effect) of the subtlest primordial element of Akasha alone - none 
of the Dharmas (qualities or special features) of the earthen pot 
can possibly touch or taint Akasha. In the same way, that - 
“None of the Dharmas of the Sharirendriya Sanghata (conglom¬ 
eration of the body, the senses) taints Atman” - is the Siddhanta 
(philosophical teaching) of Vedanta. 

anfricHl ychniw) ■qr •iNMRiRi ii^oii 

Meaning : “The conglomerations, like the dream, are 
created by Atmamaya (the illusory, magical power of the 
Self). There is no logical proof ( Yukti ) whatsoever to say 
(assert) that some of them are superior to the remaining groups 
or all are equal to one another.” 

ALL THE BODIES ARE AVIDYAKA 
(PROJECTIONS OF IGNORANCE) 

So far it has been explained in accordance with the illus¬ 
tration of the Ghatakasha that though Atman is Aja (devoid of 
birth), Advaya (non-dual), by virtue of His apparent association 
with Upadhis (adjuncts) like the Dehadi Sanghata (conglomera¬ 
tions of body and the senses) He appears as many Jivas and as 
endowed with various Samsara Dharmas from the Avidya Drishti ; 
it has also been propounded that, just as the empty space itself 
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has assumed the forms of the pot etc., Atman Himself appears 
as the Dehadisahghata due to Avidya. Even so, because of the 
fact that there is every scope for the Avivekins, who believe that 
the various special forms projected by names and forms are real 
only, wrongly believe (misconceive) that the earthen pot etc. are 
verily the transformations or mutations of the empty space, and 
similarly that the bodies are the special forms of transformation 
of Atman only - in order to fully establish the teaching that all 
of them are invariably Mithya (false) this verse has been written. 

Just like the earthen pot etc. the Dehadisanghatas, which are 
the adjuncts of Atman, are false indeed ; for, they are projected 
by the mind or imagined due to A.vidya, just like the dream 
bodies and bodies conjured up by magic (Mayakrita Dehas). No 
one believes that either the pots etc. appearing in a dream or the 
pots etc. conjured up by magic (Maya) are really the 
Parinamavisheshas (special features caused by transformation). 
For, they are confined to the false Svapnavastha (dream state) or 
Mayavastha (illusory state). In the same way, the Sharirendriya 
Sanghatas too are projected by the Namarupamaya (illusory power 
of names and forms) which is itself caused by not cognizing 
Atman, and hence there is no reason whatsoever to reckon that 
they are real. It is not possible for anyone to stubbornly believe 
or reckon that the bodies which appear in the dream as also the 
bodies that are conceived or projected (illusorily) by a magician 
do really exist apart from Atman, is it not so ? In the same way, 
there is no supporting proof or evidence whatsoever to assert that 
the bodies of various Jivas who appear in the waking do exist 
apart from and independently of Atman. They too are the effects 
of Namarupamaya, which appears due to the cause of not cognizing 
Atman. In the previous Vaitathya Prakarana itself it has already 
been mentioned (explained) that - “People who are well-versed 
in Vedanta (philosophical science) say that all this world of 
duality exists just like Svapna, Maya as also Gandharvanagara 
(celestial city)” - (2-31) ; is it not so ? 

THE BODIES APPEAR TO BE SUPERIOR OR INFERIOR 

BECAUSE OF AVIDYA ALONE 

Here a doubt may arise : The Karyakarana Sanghatas do 
not exist in one and the same degree or manner in all the Jivas. 
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It is stated in the Sastra that by virtue of Pimya (superior 
Karmas) one begets a meritorious body, by virtue of Papa 
(sinful) Karmas one begets the bodies (birth) of low-class animals 
and by virtue of mixed Karmas the human bodies are acquired. 
Therefore, due to a difference in the degree of their Dharmas 
(merits) and Adharmas (demerits) among the Jivas, in the matter 
of enjoying Sukha and Duhkha there has arisen a difference in 
degree. It being so, can it be said that all these bodies are, like 
the dream bodies or illusorily projected bodies by a magician, 
false appearances only ? 

(Solution) : This doubt is not proper. For, there is no cause 
to imagine that either by virtue of Dharma or Adharma there 
exists a difference in degree among the bodies of creatures ; or 
because they are all created out of the primordial elements, all 
the bodies are equal in all respects. For, invariably among the 
conglomerations of the body and senses appearing in the dream 
as also among the conglomerations of the body and senses which 
are imagined due to Maya - at that moment it appears as though 
there exists a difference in degree in the same manner ; but those 
conglomerations of the body and senses are not at all real. In the 
same way, when observed from the Paramartha Drishti, among 
the waking bodies too which are the effect of NamarOpamaya, 
caused by not having cognized the Atman, there is no room 
at all to believe that there exists really any difference in 
degree or any equality in all respects. 

THE DIFFERENCES OF OPINION JTHAT EXIST 
AMONG THE VEDANTAVADINS 

Giving the illustration of the Ghatakasha in the present 
Karikas, it has been propounded that in non-dual Atman, by 
virtue of the apparent association with the Upadbi, Jivatwa is 
misconceived (Kalpita), is it not so ? In the Brahmasutra Bhashya 
it has been decided that just like the sun’s reflection (Pratibimba) 
Jiva is the Abhasa (reflected, false appearance) alone of Para¬ 
matman ; he is not virtually (actually) Paramatman, nor is he 
different from Paramatman. In order to indicate that in the 
Vyavaharikavastha (waking state wherein all empirical transac¬ 
tions ensue), in which Jivas appear to be different, their distinct 
bodies are engendered so as to enjoy, experience the fruits of 
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Papa (demerits, sins) and Punya (merits, righteous acts) in accor¬ 
dance with their respective Karmas, here in this context the 
illustration of Ghatakasha has been given ; in the Sutra Bhashya, 
however, the illustration of the sun’s reflection has been given 
in order to signify that one Jiva’s Karma cannot taint or affect 
another Jlva. By association with an adjunct if the water shakes 
the Pratibimba or reflection (of the sun) too appears to be 
shaking ; just as this shaking does not relate to or affect all the 
other reflections, similarly in the case of the Jivas too their 
respective Karmaphalas (fruits of actions) belong to the respective 
Jivas only. In order to indicate this truth in the Sutra Bhashya 
the illustration of the Pratibimba (reflection) has been given. In 
any case, these two illustrations have been mentioned with the 
prime purport of explaining, elucidating the teaching that 
among the Jivas one’s Karmaphala does not affect or occur 
to the other Jivas and not with the intention of teaching that 
actually, really Jiva is a part of Brahman (or Atman) or he 
is a reflection of Brahman. Not cognizing this truth, the present- 
day Vyakhyanakaras (post-Sankara commentators) have propounded 
their ‘Avacchedavada’ following the Akasha illustration and 
‘Pratibimbavada’ by following illustration of sun’s reflection 
and have thereby brought about two warring factions and have 
given rise to a raging controversy. With a view to explaining the 

r 

opinion of a gloss called 1 Panchapadika* on Shri Sankara’s Sutra 
Bhashya, a treatise called ‘ Vivarana ’ was written by Prakashatma 
Yati. His opinion about this topic, in a quintessential form, is : 
In the doctrine of those who imagine the relationship between 
Jivas and Brahman akin to Ghatakasha and Mahakasha, because 
Brahman, who is within the Brahmanda (the created macrocosmic 
universe) like the Ghatakasha, is rendered Apurna (incomplete, 
imperfect), and thereby has become Paricchinna (limited, circum¬ 
scribed) - Brahman who has not become Avacchinna (separated, 
distinct) will perforce have to exist apart from the macrocosmic 
world (Anda) ; in that event, the statement of the Sruti - “Brah- 
man is Sarvagata (all-pervading), Sarvaniyamaka (controller of 
everything)” will not be tenable. For, an Anavacchiiina Brahman 
(impartible, unseparated Brahman or Self) cannot possibly exist 
in a region wherein the Avacchinna Jivas (partible, separated 
souls) exist. But in our doctrine which propounds that - “Jiva is 
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the Pratibimba alone of Brahman” - since in one and the same 
container of water (Jalashaya) the Swabhavika Akasha (natural 
empty space) as also the Pratibimbakasha (the empty space of 
reflection) can co-exist - and thereby since Brahman can in His 
own essential nature coexist in the region where the Jivas exist 
there is no defect whatsoever. 

The Avacchedavadins (proponents of the theory of separate 
existence) point out a defect in the doctrine of the Pratibimbavadins 
in the following manner : Because Jiva is a Pratibimba it is not 
possible for him to cognize in the manner - “I am Brahman who 
is Bimbarupa (of the form or nature of a bright orb).” Apart from 
this, because the Bhrama (delusion) with regard to the object of 
the Pratibimba (reflection of the orb) suits only to one who is 
of the form or nature of Bimba (a sentient, self-illumining object) 
alone, these disputants will have to perforce accept that to Brah¬ 
man alone by means of Tattwajhana (knowledge of the Reality) 
Ajnana Nivritti (deliverance, liberation from ignorance) accrues. 
Besides, even if it is accepted, as these disputants propound, that 
there exists Aikya (oneness) between Bimba and Pratibimba, 
different from Brahman, who is different from Bimba, Jiva him¬ 
self has invariably to be appearing separately. Further, of Brah¬ 
man who is Amurta (formless) - how at all can a Pratibimba 
be bom or produced ? - This is the objection of the Avaccheda¬ 
vadins. 

In the pristine pure Vedantic methodology of Shri Sankara 
there is not even an iota of scope for the dry dialectics of these 
two warring factions among the modem Vedantins. For, no one 
can ever compel or constrain, stipulating that there should 
necessarily exist a comparison or similarity between an illus¬ 
tration and the illustrated example in all respects and aspects. 
As per the Vedanta Siddhanta no one accepts that - “Jiva really 
exists separately from Paramatman.” Therefore, there is no scope 
or cause for raising a controversy of the type - “Whether a Jiva, 
like the Ghatakasha, is Avacchirma (separate) or like the Pratibimba 
which appears in a mirror or water, he is a reflection of Brah¬ 
man ?” Because of the fact that the Bhedavyavahara (empirical 
dealings of differentiation) of conceiving Jivas and Brahman as 
separate entities is itself Avidyakalpita (a projection, product of 
imagination due to ignorance), it has been attempted in the Srutis 
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to show that - “ Jivaswarupa (the essential nature of Being of the 
soul) is really not different from Brahman” - That is all. 

In the present context, both the illustrations of Ghatakasha 
and Pratibimba are completely suitable or applicable. Because the 
illustration of the Ghatakasha has been shown to be suitable in 
the original text itself, there is no need whatsoever for examining 
it once again. The relevant aspect in the Akashadrishtanta is : 
“Because Paramatman, like the Akasha (vast empty space), is 
having Nityashuddhabuddhamukta Swabhava (the essential nature 
of being eternally Pure, Absolute Consciousness - Liberated), the 
defects that people - with a deep-seated, staunch viewpoint or 
standpoint of the different, various Upadhis alone - have super¬ 
imposed upon (misconceived in) Him due to Avidya do not - nay 
can never - taint Jivatman.” Now, if the Pratibimba illustration 
is considered, just as the sun, by virtue of his relationship with 
the adjunct of water, appears to acquire or assume the difference 
of the form of a reflection and to acquire qualities or special 
features like becoming big or small, in the same way although 
Atman, who is one and one alone, by virtue of His relationship 
with Upadhis, like different Karyakarana Sanghatas, acquires the 
Chidabhasarupas (false appearances of Pure Consciousness) as 
also the Dharmas of those Upadhis, in His real essential nature 
of Pure Being-Consciousness-Bliss He does not have any Vikaras 
(mutations, transformations) whatsoever and exists in one and the 
same form which is Nitya Shuddha (eternally Pure, Absolute). 
This is the relevant aspect here. 

In any case, because of the fact that by means of these two 
illustrations also the truth that - “Although for the Aja (unborn) 
Advaya (non-dual) Paramatman by virtue of an apparent associa¬ 
tion with an Upadhi Jivatwa is appearing, from the Paramartha 
Drishti He exists in His pristine Avikaraswarupa alone” - is 
established, it is not proper or justifiable for Vedantins merely on 
the basis of illustrations (just like the other Tarkika Darshanakaras 
or founders of alien logical systems of philosophy) to create 
among themselves discordant or differing opinions in this matter 
and quarrel. 
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4. FOR THE TENET THAT - ‘BRAHMAN IS 
AJADVAYA SWARUPA’ - THE VALID 
SUPPORT OF SRUTIS 

731531 ^ 'EEtelT I 

'ifawicHI ^ -q«lT RVN>lf!(ld: HUM 

Meaning : “The various sheaths like Rasa etc. are 
described in Taittiriyaka (Upanishad), is it not so ? That 
Parajiva who is the Atman for all of them is Himself the one 
whom we have shown to be like Akasha.” 

THE TAITTIRIYA SRUTI’S PRAMANA FOR THE TEACHING OF 
ATMAIKATWA (NON-DUALISM OF THE SELF) 

In order to signify that - ‘Whatsoever has been propounded 

about the subject-matter of Atmaikatwa (the non-dualism of the 

* 

Self) so far is having the authoritative support of the Sruti’ - the 
following text has been written. Some Vedantins are arguing 
“Although the truth that - ‘Atman is Prapaiichdpashama (totally 
devoid of the world of duality), Shivaswarupa (of the very 
essence of auspiciousness) and Advaita (non-dual)’ - has been 
demonstrated, depicted in the first Agama Prakarana, all that 
has been mentioned by the Smti as Upasanapara (meditation- 
oriented). All the Upanishadic sentences have the final purport of 
teaching Upasanas only and by showing this fact alone there will 

r 

be full agreement ; otherwise, this will be contradictory to Smti 
sentences which clearly mention about Jivotpatti (creation of 
Jivas) etc.” ; and by their influence the true seekers should not 
be misguided or confounded and fail to discern the genuine 
spiritual teaching of Ajadvayatman (unborn, non-dual Self). For 
this prime purport alone so far it was demonstrated that 
Atmaikatwavada (theory of the non-dualism of the Self) is fully 
in consonance with Yvkti (logical device) with the help of the 
illustration of Akasha alone. Now the following text is being 
begun to depict the truth that - “All the Upanishads have the one 
prime purport of teaching Aja-Advitiya-Atman ; they are not 
there to propound Jatabrahman (the Ultimate Reality endowed 
with birth).” 
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First of all, this Karika has begun to illustrate the authori¬ 
tative support of Taittiriya Upanishad. In the Anandavalli Chap¬ 
ter of that Upanishad the five sheaths covering Atman have been 
propounded one by one in the order of ‘Annarasamaya’, 
‘Pranamaya’, ‘Manomaya’, ‘Vijnanamaya’, ‘Anandamaya’. The 
word ‘Kosha’ means a covering sheath of a sword. Just like the 
sheath covering a sword the five Koshas of the type of 
Annarasamaya etc. have ‘covered up’ Atman. Paramatman exists 
in all of them like the life-force - thus it has been propounded 
there. That very Paramatman is depicted here by the illustration 
of Akasha. 

(Doubt) : Here in this Upanishad statements like 

3TTc*n unwr:\ - etc. depict Atmans, is it 

not so ? What evidence is there to show that herein the Koshas 
have been taught ? 

(Solution) : Here the reason for calling the Pranamayadi 
sheaths Atmans is : It is stated like that by assuming for the time 
being what appears to the Avidya Drishti (viewpoint of the 
ignorant people) ; that is all. For the common run of people it 
appears as though the body which is Annamaya (full of, i.e. a 
product of, food that human beings eat) is itself their very 
essential nature of Being. When they come to cognize that this 
concept is not reasonable, they believe that Pranamaya Kosha is 
their Atman. In this same way they go on believing the Manomaya 
and Vijnanamaya etc. to be Atman or the Self. Therefore, adopt¬ 
ing their this viewpoint, the Upanishad calls these Pranamaya etc. 
one by one ‘Atman’ and the really real Atman alone, who is 
innermost to everything and the substratum for everything, ‘ Puccha 
Brahman' (the Reality at their back, tail end, i.e. their very 
sustaining Entity). Therefore, in this context it has been taught 
that Paramatman, who is really the innermost Entity beyond these 
five Koshas, is Himself ‘Atman’ of all of us. Not even an idiot 
will think that for one body really there exist five Atmans, is it 
not so ? Therefore, it is proper indeed to reckon that in the 
Upanishad it has been taught in the following manner : First, 
from the viewpoint of the ignorant common run of people, to 
imagine each one of the Koshas to be Atman by indicating 
progressively that the preceding covering is itierely a body and 
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currently what is taught is the real Atman ; and finally, from the 
Paramartha Drishti (i.e. viewpoint of the Absolute Reality, Intui¬ 
tive Experience standpoint) it is propounded that Paramatman 
Himself who is innermost to all else is verily our Atman (one’s 
innermost Self as his very core of Pure Being). 

Or, in the alternative, for this verse we may interpret it and 
comment on it in a different manner. In the sentences of the type 

- aqRqr uiwt:’ - meaning, “There exists another Atman 

called ‘Pranamaya’ within this person” - that Atman who is 
endowed with the respective Upadhi of the form of that Kosha 
is indicated here. In our workaday world also it is seen that in 
one and the same Akasha there ensue empirical transactions of 
the type - ‘Ghatakasha’, ‘Karakakasha’, ‘Apavarakakasha’ - when 
it is associated with adjuncts like the pot, the pitcher, a room, 
respectively, and, by virtue of this transaction a misconception is 
entertained to the effect that these Ghatakasha etc. are different, 
distinct - is it not so ? In the same way, here in this context too 
by virtue of the association with Upadhis like the body, the vital 
force etc. Atman becomes an object for empirical transactions of 
treating Him as Annamaya, Pranamaya etc. As a result of this, 
the people may believe variously in the manner - “Atman is 
Annamayatman, Pranamayatman etc.” In order to stress the fact 
that - “The Sruti undertakes to teach in the manner - ‘This Self 
is the Mukhyatman, devoid of any Upadhi and innermost to all 
else.’ This very Atman is being taught as : That which is 
‘ Satyam (real) Jnanam (conscious), Anantam (endless) - is this 

f — 

Brahman’ - ” - it has been conceived in the Sruti that Atman 
is having the special features of the five K5shas and it states that 
: “Within this Atman there exists another Atman called 
Pranamayatman” - and such other sentences. That Atman about 
whom it has been stated in the Sruti to be a Karyarupa Atman 
associated with Upadhis like Annamaya Kosha, Pranamaya K5sha 
etc. - and since all these Koshas are like the rope-snake etc., 
imagined or misconceived due to Avidya, for all of them He who 
is Atman whom the Sruti has described at the beginning itself 
as ‘Satyajnanananta ’ - that very Atman alone we have signified 

by Yukti (logical device) in the verses like - 

That is all, and what we have signified is not, like the logicians 
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say, an Atman who is imagined or conceived by means of the 
human intellect. With regard to the Atman whom the Tarkikas 
have imagined, to assert that He really exists and that really He 
is a Samsari - there is no Pramana (valid source or evidence) 
whatsoever ; but the Jiva, whom we have mentioned, is 
Sopadhikatman (Self endowed with an adjunct) alone as men- 
tioned in the authoritative source of the Sruti. Therefore, this 
doctrine alone should be accepted by Mumukshus - This alone 
is the prime purport behind this teaching. 

3f4°4IH<& ^mKI: ll^ll 

Meaning : “Just as we have indicated in Madhujnana, 
Parabrahman has been signified in dual forms as ‘in this 
Prithivi’ as also ‘in the womb’.” 

THE AUTHORITATIVE SUPPORT OF 
VAJASANEYAKA SRUTI FOR ATMAIKATWA 

Apart from this, in Madhujnana - here the word ‘Madhu’ 
means ‘Brahmavidya’ ; for, that knowledge signifies Amritatwa 
(immortality) and hence it provides immense happiness, pleasure 
to Mumukshus. Because that Brahmavidya is taught in the 
‘Madhubrahmana’ which is to be found in Vajasaneyibrahmand- 
panishad (i.e. Brihadaranyaka Upanishad) that is called here 
‘Madhujnana’. For the expressions, ‘in the Prithivi’ and ‘in the 

womb’ - there is a Sruti sentence : 

Wit ■*PMI4M'*4rcq Kll(Ufcl'>ilH4'l6*idH4: 3*4)34^ 4)3441^444^44 4^14 

- (Bri. 2-5-1) - meaning - “Although the Upadhis of 
Prithivi, Sharira are different, separate, Atman who is endowed 
with them is one only. He, who being Tejomaya and Amritamaya 
exists in Prithivi, He alone is this Purusha who is endowed with 
the Upadhi of the body and is Tejomaya and Amritamaya ; That 
alone is Parabrahman which has become everything” - In the 

same way, from the expression - ‘45*414441’ up to ‘45!4i44f£H4k4fV 

- taking two Upadhis like Adhidaiva and Adhyatma - it has been 
taught that in both one Parabrahman alone exists. Just as in the 

verse - - (3-6) - we have indicated Atmaikatwa, 
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in the same way it has been stated in this Madhubrahmana also. 
Therefore, the purport of this exposition is to assert that whatever 

r 

we have stated is in consonance with the Sruti Pramana. 

11*311 

Meaning : “Because there exists Abheda (non-differ¬ 
ence) between Jiva and Atman, the teaching that - ‘Those two 

are non-different’ - being eulogised, whereas the teaching that 

* 

- ‘Those two are different’ - being condemned in the Sruti 
becomes equitable, reasonable.” 

THE SCRIPTURAL LOGIC IN SUPPORT OF ATMAIKATWA 

f 

Both in the Sruti and in the Smriti authored by Vyasa the 
Aikya (identity) of Jivatman and Paramatman is eulogised by 
means of Yukti in consonance with the illustration of Ghatakasha 
as also by means of the Sruti Pramanya of Taittiriya Upanishad ; 
the Nanatwa Darshana (appearance of the manifold duality) which 
is seen by the common run of people due to their innate 
Avidyaswabhava (innate nature of ignorance) and is conjured up, 
as it were, by the Kutarkikas (dry-dialecticians) quite in contra- 
diction of the Vedic lore is condemned in the Sruti also. For 
example : 

(a) faP4c<j tfftp, - (Kena 2-5), 

meaning - “Realizing the truth of one and one Atman alone 
existing in all the movable and immovable creatures, the Vivekins 
(those who are discriminative in their aptitude) transcend this 
Vyavaharika Loka (empirical world of duality) and become im¬ 
mortal.” 

(b) ‘srerctt i ^ 

l’ - (Katha 1-2-22) - meaning - “That Vivekin who has 

cognized Atman, who is devoid of a body, is eternal in the non- 
eternal bodies of deities, manes and humans ; and who has 
comgnized Mahavibhu (the Supreme all-pervasive Being) exists 
without any grief.” 

(c) ^ nsrci wt i #5^ wtpj; w i ^it 
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l’ - (Taittiriya 2-1), meaning - “Whosoever cognizes 
that Brahman exists in the Paramakasha (subtlest empty space) in 
the cave of the heart - he, in the Brahmarupa (the essential nature 
of the Ultimate Reality) who is Sarvajna (omniscient), experi¬ 
ences all the desires (the whole gamut of them) - all at once.” 

(d) "41 t "t trrtr ^ si^r RRfir’ - (Mundaka 3-2-9), 

meaning - “One who cognizes this Parabrahman - he verily 
becomes Brahman alone” - in all these Srutis the Intuitive Knowl¬ 
edge that - “Jivatman alone is Brahman” - is eulogised. 

In the following Smritis the Abhedajnana (non-different or 

non-dual Intuitive Knowledge) is eulogised : (1) Rift RT frrfe 

rtct I tr rr if (Gita 13-2), meaning - 

“Oh Arjuna, know that the Jiva who exists in all the abodes 
(bodies) to be Myself alone ; it is My considered opinion that 
the (distinctive) Knowledge of the Kshetras and the Kshetraja is 
Itself the correct Knowledge.” 

(2) RTSStqR ycfadlfa ■dldtPl I RM^slldUMl ^ WltMHfrlM’Sgfa’ 

v / Ov Xd Os 

- (Manu 12-91), meaning - “That Atmayaji (one who is estab¬ 
lished in the Self), who has cognized Atman in all objects and 
all objects in Atman, attains Swarajya (independent lordship).” 

(3) ‘HMI-tKIcMI RR R ^ RRl ^4fWdl: I R4RT R RRH 

thpqc^ ll’ - (Moksha Dharma 351-4), meaning - “This 

Paramatman who is the innermost Self of myself and yourself as 
also all those who are embodied souls - is the Sakshi (the 
Witnessing Principle) for everyone ; no one ever can cognize 
Him.” 

(4) 'aRf^Rr: I tRI ff 

fq'+ici ll’- (Vishnu Purina 2-13-91), meaning - “When in all 

the bodies one and one Purusha alone is existing, the statements 
like - who are you ? - I am such and such a person - are futile.” 
In the same way, in the following Srutis the Jivatmananatwa 

(manifoldness of Jivas) is condemned : (a) I 3 W?r*t 

RR RRfif II’ - (Tai. 2-7), meaning - “Anyone who brings about 
even the slightest division will be afraid”. 

(b) ‘3m R tr - (Bri. 


Advaita Prakarana 


245 


1-4-10), meaning - “Now, he who performs meditation on an¬ 
other deity in the manner - ‘This deity is different, separate ; 
I am different, separate’ - does not know (the truth).” 

(c) ‘sro I’, meaning - 

“Now, those who have known it to be different, to them there 
will be another King (lord) ; their world will get demolished.” 

In the following Smritis the doctrine of Bheda (division, 
distinction) is condemned : 

(1) ‘snf^f^RR*nPr cT&tfofq Tjsnf - (Vishnu Purana 2- 

16-29), meaning - “Those who are having the viewpoint of 
delusion misconceive one Atman alone to be different.” 

(2) - (Vishnu Purana 6-7-95), meaning 
- “The difference, distinction too is caused by AjnSna.” 

(3) - (Vishnu Purana 2-14-31), meaning - 
“Dvaitins (dualists) are those who are having Mithyadrishti (view¬ 
point of misconception, false notion).” 

f 

Thus the fact that - ‘In the Sastra, the Abheda (non¬ 
difference) of Jiva and Atman has been eulogised and their 
Bheda has been condemned’ - suits the doctrine of Atmaikatwa 
and not the Nanatwa doctrine. 

The Kudarsbanas (vain doctrinaire theories) which the con¬ 
genital logicians have imagined do not, in this manner, suit the 
Vedic teachings ; they have also been condemned in the Smritis : 

4>|S(4 I ahIPi'oi fk W: 

II’ - (Manu 12-95), meaning - “Those Smritis which are 

alien (i.e. contradictory in their teachings or tenets), and whatever 
wrong philosophies are in vogue - all those cannot yield any 
benign fruits after death ; (in fact) all of them will culminate in 
hell.” Therefore, it is tantamount to saying that Advaita alone is 

f 

the real meaning or final purport of Srutis (i.e. the Upanishadic 
lore). 

of)«ll(HHi Hcfctfdd*( I 

' I fWi d-^s4c4 in*l| 

Meaning : “Before creation, separation or difference 
between Jiva and Atman has been mentioned, is it not so ? 
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That was stated by way of Bhavishyadvritti (a futuristic con¬ 
cept) in a Gouna (secondary) sense. For, Mukhyatwa (pre¬ 
dominant sense) is not reasonable, tenable.” 

THE REAL PURPORT OF THE §RUTI DOES NOT LIE IN 
DEPICTING JlVA AND ATMAN AS SEPARATE 

(Doubt) : The fact that Jiva and Paramatman are separate, 
different has been mentioned in the Sruti (Upanishads) as also in 
the Karmakanda, is it not ? Because one who is Gramakama 
(desirous of acquiring land) should perform such and such a 
Yaga (sacrifice) ; similarly Pashukama (one desirous of having 
many animals) ; Putrakama (one desirous of having a son) ; 
Ayushkama (one desirous of having longevily) ; Brahma- 
varchasakama (one desirous of attaining the lustre, brilliance of 
the Ultimate Reality or it can also be the vigour of a celibate) 
- for all such various people with such desires should perform 
particular Karmas for attainment of particular fruits - in this 
manner various Karmas are stipulated by way of injunctions, it 
amounts to having stated that many Jivas invariably exist. In the 
same way, it has also been stated in the Vedas that different from 
Jivas, Parameshwara, who is endowed with immense wealth and 

other excellent divine qualities, also exists. ‘TT qihcIhi^’ 

(Rigveda 10-121-1), meaning - “He has held together both the 
earth and the stellar region” - thus also it has been stated, is it 
not so ? It being so, somehow merely imagining only the 
Jnanakanda to be suitable, can it be said that you have evaded 
(the defect of) contradicting the Sruti ? Apart from this, there are 
sentences of the type of - “One who has cognized Him tran¬ 
scends grief’ - (Chh. 7-1-3) ; “That Atman should be searched 
out, He should be cognized” - (Chh. 8-7-1) ; “One who has 
cognized Brahman attains the Supreme State” - (Taittiriya 2-1) 
in the Jnanakanda also ; are they not denoting that Jiva and 
Paramatman are different ? It cannot be said that the Jiva, who 
aspires to get rid of his grief and become Kritartha (one who has 
achieved his goal), is himself Paramatman, is it not ? Is it 
possible to assert that the Jiva, who aspires to search out 
Paramatman and cognize Him, is himself Paramatman ? One who 
by means of Brahmavidya has to attain Parama Purushartha (the 
prime purport of human existence) cannot himself possibly be 
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Brahman, is it not so ? In any case, in this manner when in the 

r _ 

Sruti itself it has been stated that Jiva and Paramatman are 
different, how at all can we determine that Ekatwa (non-duality, 
identity of the two) alone is the tenet suitable to the Sruti.” 

(Solution) : Even before the Upanishadic sentences which 
mention about creation, the Vedic sentences, which state the 
difference between Jivas and Paramatman from the Paramartha 
Drishti, are not really signifying that difference at all ; in fact, 
they are teaching the Gounabheda (difference in a secondary 
sense) alone that is apparent between Ghatakasha and Mahakasha. 

0 

Merely on the count of there being a sentence, there cannot be 
any establishment of the existence of any substance whatsoever 
; the sentence should have Tatparya (culmination in pointing out 1 
the veracity) in the object which it intends to signify. For ex¬ 
ample - “He cooks the rice” - in this sentence the objective or 
significance is not - “He cooks the already existing cooked rice” 

- at all ; its real purport is to signify that - “He is baking the 
raw rice so that it gets cooked in the future.” In the same way, 
here too from the standpoint of the Bhavishyadvritti (sense of a 
future event) we should reckon that this has been used. 

(Doubt) : In that case, has it not been stated in the fol- 

/ 

lowing Srishti Vakyas (sentences mentioning creation) of the type 

- “That Entity from which these Bhutas (objects) are bom - that 
is Brahman” (Tai. 3-1) ; “Just like the small sparks flying off 
from fire” - (Bri. 2-1-20) ; “From that this Atman the empty 
space was bom” - (Tai. 2-1) ; “(That imagined : ) ‘I will become 
many’ ; ‘It created Tejas (fire)” - (Chh. 6-2-3) etc. - that there 
was really a creation of the Jivas and their respective Karyakarana 
Sanghatas (conglomerations of body, senses) ? We have already 
stated that in Karmakanda also there exist sentences which sifhify 
the difference between Jivas and Paramatman, is it not so ? 

(Consolatory explanation) : Not so. For, these sentences 
do not at all have the final purport of indicating difference. To 
wit : First of all, those sentences which are in the Karmakanda, 
stipulate as injunctions Kamyakarmas (rites or rituals performed 
specifically for the fulfilment of a particular desire), for the sake 
of those ignorant common run of people who hanker after 
Karmaphalas, by adopting their standpoint only, as also the 
Nityakarmas (daily routine rituals) for the purpose of Papaksbaya 
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(destruction of demerits, sins) for those who are Mumukshus 
(desirous of attaining Beatitude here and now in this very life) ; 
therefore, it cannot be asserted that those sentences also have the 
final purport of teaching that Jivas and Paramatman exist sepa¬ 
rately. For, in that event there arises a defect of imagining two 
different final purports (Tatparyas) for one and the same sen¬ 
tence. Further, those sentences in the Upanishads which describe 
the creation and dissolution of the world of duality have invari¬ 
ably the final purport of teaching Atmaikatwa alone. For, in those 
very Upanishads, in later portions, sentences like : “That one 
who exists in this man and in the Aditya (the sun) is one and 
the same” - (Tai. 2-8) ; “I am Brahman” - (Bri. 1-4-40) ; “That 
thou art” (Chh. 6-8-7) - Atmaikatwa alone has been expounded 

r 

in very clear terms. We have already shown that in the Sruti, 
Bhedajnana is condemned with the support of sentences like - 
“One who does Upasana in the manner - ‘This deity is different, 
I am different’ - does not know the truth” - (Bri. 1-4-10). The 

f 

truth that all Srutis have the one prime or final purport of 
teaching Ekatwa (non-duality, identity of Jivas and Paramatman) 
will be established in the following texts substantiating this 
conclusion with Intuitive reasoning. Thus the fact that - “The 

f 

Sruti sentences pertaining to the creation and dissolution of the 
world of duality have the prime purport of teaching Ekatwa” - 
is discerned from the valid but implicit reason that in the 
Karmakanda, adopting the viewpoint of the ignorant common run 
of people as also invoking the Bhavishyadvritti axiom, those 
sentences are used. Therefore, it should be understood that there 
(i.e. in the Karmakanda) Gounartha alone is signified. 

Further, a doubt of the type that - “In the Jnanakanda also 
there are sentences which state that Jivas and Paramatman are 
different” - was raised, is it not so ? For that too it should be 
understood that a convincing solution has been provided by this 
verse. For, there also in those very Upanishads there do exist 
sentences which stress and affirm Atmaikatwa alone in the con¬ 
cluding portions. 

This verse can be interpreted in another manner : To wit : 
Although in the Sruti there are sentences which denote the 
creation of Jivas and the conglomerations of bodies and senses, 
they should be perforce understood to have been used on the 
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basis of Gounaprayoga (usage with a secondary sense) with 
Bhavishyadvritti ; for, in the Mukhyartha (in the predominant 
sense) there in that context they do not become suitable, tenable 
at all. To explain : Before the sentence which describes creation 
there is a sentence : 

(Chh. 6-2-1), meaning : “One alone without a 

second to It” - which stresses Ekatwa alone. That very Ekatwa 
has been stated later on in the manner - 

R (Chh. 6-8-7), meaning - “That alone 

is real, That alone is Atman, That thou art” - by assuming 
Bhavishyadvritti the Sruti states in a secondary sense (Gouna) 
that Jivas are different from Paramatman. This too has been 
mentioned in consonance with the commonplace viewpoint of the 
ignorant people of the world alone ; therefore, it is also Gouna 
only. This usage has to be understood in the same manner when 
it is said : “I am cooking the rice.” (i.e. with the Bhavishyadvritti 
alone). Therefore, for the Sruti which mentions about the differ¬ 
ence between Jivas and Paramatman the prime purport does not 
lie in teaching Bheda or difference. 

"3^1: IKSII 

Meaning : “By means of illustrations of clay, iron, 
sparks etc. the various kinds of creation have been mentioned, 
is it not so ? That is verily a device alone for the intellect 
to descend down upon Tattwajnana ; in no way there exists 
difference.” 

THE $RUTIS ON CREATION HAVE AIKYA (IDENTITY) 

AS THEIR PRIME PURPORT 

(Objection) : Although it is true that prior to creation 
Ekatwa alone has been stressed in the Srutis, after the creation 
takes place all this has verily come into existence, as also the 
Jivas exist as separate entities alone, is it not so ? 

(Siddhanta) : We had already provided a convincing solu¬ 
tion to this objection in 3-2 in the manner : “Just as the 
Mahakasha has been bom as Ghatadyakashas as also the various 

_ C 

forms of pots etc., the Jivas and the various conglomerations of 
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body, senses etc. are apparently bom” - thus we have to discern. 
Is it not so ? Once again why have you raised it ? 

(The Opponent who has raised the objection) : This is 
not proper. For, what you stated as your solution is : “The Sruti 
has the prime purport in mentioning Mithyasrishti (apparent, false 
creation) alone ; in the absolute sense, it is not preaching creation 
at all” - is it not so ? This statement does not seem to be in 
agreement with the Sruti ; for, in the Sruti the illustrations of 

f 

clay, iron etc., have been mentioned. In the Sruti illustrations 
like : “Oh dear, just as if one lump of clay is cognized, it 
amounts to knowing all the effects that are produced from the 
clay” (Chh. 6-1-4) ; “Oh dear, if one ingot of metal (iron) is 
cognized, it amounts to knowing all the effects made out of the 
metal” (Chh. 6-1-3) ; “Just as small sparks are flying off from 
fire” - (Bri. 2-1-20) ; “Just as a spider emits out its saliva as 
a thread and later withdraws it ; just as from the earth plants and 
trees are bom ; similarly from the Akshara all else is bom” - 
(Mundaka 1-1-7) - etc..- entities like clay etc. which really get 
transformed only are exemplified and not as in the illustrations 
of - “Just as Ghatakasha” or “Just as the conglomerations of 
body, senses which are bom in the dream” - objects which are 
seen in false creations are exemplified. Therefore, what is dis¬ 
cerned from the Sruti dealing with Srishti is : From Brahman 
which is Aja and Advaya really (actually) all this world of 
duality is created ; now (at present) really Jivas exist separately 
(apart) from Brairman indeed. Thus although the Sruti is, in 
reality, propounding the creation of Jivas and Jagat you are trying 
to establish Mithya Srishti alone ; therefore, your doctrine is not 
in consonance with the Sruti.” 

(Solution) : To opine in this manner is not justifiable ; for, 
the Srishti Srutis have an alternative meaning too ; they do not 
have the prime purport in teaching real creation. 

(a) ‘•T ftTCrf W? PihIwim jafTqsi I 

- (Katha 1-2-18) 

Meaning : “This Atman of the essential nature of Pure 
Consciousness is not bom ; nor does he die. Neither was He 
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bom from anything whatsoever, nor anything is bom from 
Him ; He is without birth, eternal, perennially existing, an¬ 
cient ; even if the body is killed He is not killed.” ; 

(b) W - (Bri. 4-4-25) - 

Meaning : “That this Jiva alone is Atman who is great and 
birthless ; He is devoid of old age, devoid of death, of the nature 
of the essential nature of immortality, devoid of fear - Brahman”- 

r 

- etc. - such Srutis are the authoritative sources for this above 

f 

tenet. Because in these Srutis, Brahman is taught to be Kutasthanitya 
(Absolute and eternal) pointedly or specifically, it amounts to 
saying that there is no possibility whatsoever of Brahman getting 
or being transformed into the form of the world of duality. There 
are several Srutis which expound and proclaim that Jiva and 
Paramatman are one and the same only. 

The purpose for giving illustrations of the clay etc. is not 
to propound the tenet that - “Brahman gets transformed to be¬ 
come the Jagat or world of duality” ; for, in Srutis like - Oh 
dear, just as if one lump of clay is cognized it amounts to 
knowing all those things which are made out of clay ; just as 
the phenomenon of Karya (effect) is a mere name produced by 
speech and the material of clay alone is the reality” - (Chh. 6- 
1-1) - because it has been stated that - “All Karyas (effects) are 
invariably false and ‘the phenomenon of clay alone is real’ - ” 
and thus it has been stressed that Karana (cause) alone is real 

- we have perforce to determine it in that manner. In the illus¬ 
trated example too, after stating that - “Tejas, Ap and Anna 
(earth) - these primordial elements are the effects of Brahman” 

- the implicit teaching that the products like fire etc, which are 
bom out of them are not different from their respective causes 
like Tejas etc. is clarified by the Sruti in the manner : “The 
Agnitwa (fiteness) of Agni (fire) is gone. The Karya (effect) is 
a mere name brought about by Vak (speech) ; the fact that Agni 
is the three forms is itself the truth” - (Chh. 6-4-1). At the end 

of it all because the Sruti concludes declaring : 

(Chh. 6-8-7), meaning - “This alone is the Atman (Self) 

for everything. This alone is Satyam (real)” - and has also 
stressed the fact that the Parama Karana (the ultimate cause) of 
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Sadbrahman alone is the Reality - we have perforce to decide in 
this manner. Therefore, what we have stated, viz. “The conglom¬ 
erations of body, senses are created by means of Atma Maya” 
- (3-10) ; “Just as the Ghatakashas are caused and existing 
distinctly, similarly we should understand the creation etc. as also 
differences, distinctions etc. of the Jivas” - (3-9) - is fully in 
agreement with Sruti alone. 

In that case all this had been stated before, is it not so ? 
Then why is it that this verse has been written ? - If it is asked 
like this, we say : Previously it was merely stated that the Srishti 
of Jivadehadisanghata (creation of the conglomeration of body 
and senses of the Jivas or souls) signifies only Mithyasrishti 
(false creation). But now it is being shown here that for the 
Srutis which describe the birth etc. the prime purport is teaching 
Atmaikya (non-duality of the Self) alone. Therefore, there is no 
defect of repetition. 

/ 

If it is asked : “For the Srutis which describe creation, their 
prime purport does not lie in describing creation, but to signify 
another topic only - how* at all can this conclusion be sus¬ 
tained ?” - the answer for this question we will explain now. 
Based on various illustrations of clay, metal, sparks etc. creation 
has been dealt with in different Upanishads in different ways, is 
it not so ?. All those various kinds of creation are invariably 
subtle devices adopted to prepare the intellect so as to be able 
to comprehend the teaching of Aikya (unity, identity) of Jivas 
and Paramatman. Besides it has already been stated that for 
exemplifying those illustrations the real purport of the Sruti is not 
to teach that the ‘effect’ is really bom, but only to signify the 
essential nature of the cause. In the illustrated example also, after 
stating expressly the Satyatwa (reality) of the Karapa (cause) in 
the manner - “That alone is Satyam (real)” - it is repeatedly seen 
to have been reiterated that Jiva is verily Paramatman in the 
manner - “That alone is Atman, That alone are you”. On the 
other hand, if it were the real intention of the Sruti of teaching 
that - “Jivas really are bom” - alone, then it would have amounted 
to saying : (a) In order to attain Brahmaswarupa the seeker 
should perforce perform another kind of Sadhana like Upasana 
etc. ; (b) Brahmaswarupa does not exist just now but in the 
future, in another state of Being, It has to be acquired afresh. If 



Advaita Prakarana 


253 


that were the truth, then a sentence - signifying an opinion that 
you are already here and now Brahman - of the type - “That 
alone are you” - would not have been used. But this sentence 
of - “That alone are you” - which implies that - ‘Here and now 
you are that’ - is repeated often by the Sruti. Therefore, it 
becomes established that the Srishti sentence is actually a subtle 
device adopted to enable the intellect to comprehend, grasp the 
truth that - “Jiva and Paramatman are one and the same” - but 
it has no purport whatsoever in signifying the birth of Jivas or 
their manifold forms. For this reason alone, although in each 

r 

Sruti a different kind of creation has been described, for all of 
them one and one Atman alone exists as the cause - this alone 
is the final purport for the various Srutis (describing various ways 
of creation) and hence, since such variant creations are invariably 
a subtle device alone, there cannot be any defect of their being 
mutually contradictory entailing this teaching. For this reason 
alone, in the Brihadaranyaka Bhashya Vartika Shri Sureswaracharya 
states : 

HftF*Plf II 

TTT&T *l*HG«raT ll (Bri. Va. 1-4-401, 402) 

Meaning : “There is no rule of law to say that the method 
of creation should be one and the same. For, the important thing 
or aspect for the Smti is to teach the Tattwa (the Ultimate 
Reality) to Sadhakas (seekers) alone. In each sruti a different 
kind of creation has been described. By whatever method of 
creation if it is possible for the people to comprehend, discern 
the Pratyagatmatattwa (the. Absolute Reality of the innermost 
Self), that method alone is proper in this Vedantic spiritual 
science. The systematization that - ‘The method should invariably 
be such and such alone’ - is not to be found here.” 

THERE ARE SRUTIS WHICH APPEAR TO HAVE A DIFFERENT 
MEANING BUT WITH THE PRIME PURPORT OF SIGNIFYING 

A PARTICULAR INTENDED OPINION 

Here a doubt may arise : How at all can it be proper to 
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say that the Sruti mentions Srishti without a prime purport ? If 
there‘is no real intention of teaching creation, all those detailed 
descriptions of creation being mentioned at various places will 
render the Sruti to be invalid indeed, is it not so ? Even if we 
accept the latter contention, then the defect of imagining the 
Sruti, which is supposed to be Nirdushta (inviolable, infallible), 
to be unnecessarily Apramaiia (invalid) entails us, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : A satisfactory answer to this doubt is : “It is 

not so. There are instances of the Sruti - in order to signify or 

point out the meaning in a manner in which it really intends the 

seekers to interpret or discern its real import - adopting a subtle 

device or ruse of describing quite a different topic in detail. 

There is also an axiomatic truth that wherever a fruit or benefit 

/■ 

is mentioned in the Sruti (called in Vedantic parlance as 

r 

‘Phalasruti’) in that topic the Sruti invariably has its prime 
purport. In its proximity itself if there is no mention of benefit 
with regard to the topic stated hv way of a subtle device, then 
for the Saphalasruti (sentence having benefit mentioned) the 
sentence which is Aphala (not having a fruit) is Ahga (subordi¬ 
nate, subservient). Thus the purport is to be determined in con¬ 
sonance with a Mimamsa Nyaya (an axiom followed in the 
exegetical science formulated by the Mimamsa philosophy). That 
axiom should be adopted here also in this context. Merely on this 
basis the Sruti is not affected and cannot be said to become 
Apramanya (invalid). 

In support of the tenet that in the Sruti there are illustrations 
too - in order to point out, signify a particular opinion - quite 
a different topic (apparently as one irrelevant or disconnected 
with the present subject matter or opinion) being mentioned. To 
explain : In Brihadaranyaka Upanishad there exists a portion 
which narrates a Pranasamvada (a dialogue of the vital force). 
There in that context the anecdote runs like this : In ancient times 
once the deities pledged to defeat the demons by recourse to 
Udgitha (a recitation of certain Mantras or hymns). They re¬ 
quested Vak (the organ meant for speech) and such other sense 
organs one by one to recite (Udgana). While the sense organs of 
Vak etc. were reciting, by the evil influence of the Asuras 
(demons), each of them got identified with one auspicious topic 
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each. To wit, when Vak was reciting the Udgitha the benefit that 
accrued from speech it lent to the other sense organs, but in the 
auspicious act of pronouncing the hymns in a refined manner, 
especially, it got itself ‘attached’ saying in the manner - “This 
is mine”. In the same way, because the Asuras went on influ¬ 
encing the other sense organs too with a sinful desire of iden¬ 
tification (Ahankara), they too became afflicted by ‘attachment’ 
in their respective special functions or faculties. Thus since all 
the sense organs like Vak etc. were smeared by sin, they realized 
that they could not any more recite properly (Udgana) and thereby 
were not fit to be Upasya (meditated upon) and finally approached 
the Prana (Brahman or Atman who is addressed here as ‘Mukhya 
Prana’ also) and begged of Him to recite the hymns (Udgana). 
The Asuras attempted to smear sin on to the Mukhya Prana too, 
but failing in that attempt finally they themselves were destroyed 
. For this story being mentioned there - the real purport for the 

W 

Sruti is : “Because Prana is endowed with qualities like Purity 
etc. He alone should be meditated upon” - alone and not to state, 
as mentioned there, in reality there was the association of sin or 
there was a mutual dialogue among the Pranas (sense organs) as 
its final purport. In the same way, here too it should be deter- 

f 

mined, decided that the Srutis do not at all have any prime 
purport in stating Srishti etc., but they all have the one singular 
purport of teaching that - “Atman alone is Paramartha (absolutely 
real)”. 

(Objection) : Even in this above illustration that you have 

r 

mentioned it appears to be reasonable to imagine that the Sruti 
has a real purport in every aspect mentioned therein. If we 
assume Vagadi to mean the deities who are the presiding authori¬ 
ties for the respective sense organs like Vak etc., as stated 
therein, we can interpret it saying that among them there occurred 
a dialogue and finally the deities decided that among them all 
Prana alone is all-powerful and supreme ; in this manner why 
cannot it be imagined ? Thereby, it does not amount to our 

r 9 

imagining Apramanya to any part of that Sruti, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : It cannot be assumed like that. For, this 

Pranasamvada is not to be found in the same form or manner 
• • 

in all the Srutis. If it were the prime intention of the Srutis to 
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signify that Pranasamvada is Paramartha (absolutely real) alone, 
then wherever Pranasamvada occurs, at every place this story 
should have been narrated in one and the same form ; but it is 
not so. That story has been mentioned variously in .different 
contexts. For instance, in the story found in Brihadaranyaka the 
Vagadis are Udgitakartrus (those who are the performers of the 
recitation) ; it is described there that they themselves did the 
Udgana. But in Chhandogya Upanishad it is stated that they are 
Omkara which is an Avayava (constituent part) of Udgitha. In the 
Brihadaranyaka itself in another place (i.e. 6th Chapter) this 
Pranasamvada has been described in a quite different way alto¬ 
gether. To wit : It is stated therein that once the Vagadi Pranas 
(sense organs), in order to decide as to who among them was 
the best, they all approached Prajapati (the first-born Lord of all 
creations) ; He, it is said, told them : “Among you he - who 
when he leaves the human body and goes out, the body appears 

i 

to become Amangala (inauspicious, degenerated) - he is the 
best.” Accordingly, the Pranas (senses) one by one left the body 
but yet the body remained as before ; when finally the turn of 
Mukhya Prana came and He made an attempt to get up and 
leave, immediately - just like a sturdy well-bred horse wrenches 
off the ropes tied to its legs, along with the pegs to which they 
are fastened - the remaining Pranas (senses) felt as if they were 
forced to be pulled out of their respective places, stations and 
thus Mukhya Prana convinced all of them that He was the best 
among all of them. In the same way, in the Prashnopanishad 
yet another version of the mutual dialogue among the Pranas is 
described. That dialogue, there, is purported to signify the truth 
that - “The power of keeping the body completely under control 
belongs only to the Mukhya Prana.” In the Aitareya Upanishad, 
especially, there occurs a dialogue pertaining to the question : 
“That Prana (vital force) which if he leaves the body or discards 
it the body itself will fall away ; that one when He enters the 
body the latter becomes capable of standing up once again - He 
alone is the supreme among all the Pranas.” Just as the delib¬ 
eration pertaining to which topic a dialogue took place differed 
in each context and in their details - in the same way, in various 
aspects like - in which order the Vagadi Pranas were examined, 
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in the number of the Vagadi Pranas who took part in the 
dialogue - in different places it is described in different ways. 

THERE IS NO AGREEMENT IN THE 
SRISHTIPRAKARAS (METHODS OF CREATION) 

Therefore, since this anecdote is mentioned in each section 
of the Vedas in a different manner, it becomes determined that 
there is no deep concern or interest whatsoever for the Sruti with 
regard to the question of this story being in a set, specific form. 
In the same way, we should discern the topics of Srishti etc. For, 

f _ 

in one Sruti beginning with Akasha the process of Srishti is 
mentiohed, while in another Sruti beginning with Tejas (fire, 
Agni) it is described ; in some other places Prana etc. have been 
mentioned' first ; while in yet other places without following any 

i 

order Srishti has been described. 

• • 

FOR THE SRISHTI SRUTI THERE IS NO OTHER 
FRUIT OR BENEFIT AT ALL 

Here too a doubt may be raised ; Srishti has not taken 
place in one and the same Kalpa (a day of Brahma, 1000 Yugas 
or 432 million years of mortals and measuring the duration of 
the world). Therefore, in each Kalpa it might have taken place 
in a different manner. Therefore, Pranasamvada and Srishtiprakaras 
mentioned in the Srutis might have taken place in different 

r 

Kalpas in different ways. When in this manner the Sruti sen¬ 
tences can be interpreted without any contradiction, unnecessarily 

r 

imagining that there exists opposition mutually among the Sruti 
sentences why should any defect of Apramanya be foisted on 
them ? - In this manner it may appear to some people. 

This cannot possibly be the proper Siddhanta (spiritual teach¬ 
ing). For, the defect of imagining that the Vedas have stated 
anecdotes which do not serve any worthwhile purpose or yield 
any benefit whatsoever will perforce entail these opponents. For, 
in the illustration in the Pranasamvada barring the one topic 
(teaching) that - ‘Mukhya Prana Himself is supreme’ - even by 
knowing the remaining story part no benefit or utility whatsoever 
is likely to accrue to the Srotrus (listners). If the truth (teaching) 
that Prana is supreme is cognized by the seekers, there invariably 
exists a benefit of knowing that by performing Pranopasana 
(meditation on Prana) one can acquire the fruit of that Upasana. 
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In the * same way, in the illustrated example of Atmavichara 
(deliberation on the Self) also by cognizing the topic of Srishti 
in a suitable orderly manner there cannot possibly accrue any 
benefit to the Srotrus ; since all those Srutis in the end culminate 
in propounding Atmaikatwa (non-duality of the Self), it is quite 
clear that they have the final goal, purport of Atmaikatwa Jnana. 
In fact, it has also been mentioned in the Srutis that if the seeker 
cognizes Atma Swarupa (the essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness of the Self), who is Kutastha (Absolutely estab¬ 
lished), benefits like Abhaya (fearlessness), Shashwata Sukha 
(eternal Bliss) etc. accrue. Hence, as we have stated at the outset, 

r r 9 

viz. in the vicinity of a Sruti which mentions a Phala if a Sruti 
sentence which is bereft of any benefit, fruit is found, then 

f 

invariably the latter is the former Sruti’s Ariga (that which is 
subservient, subordinate in its import) - accepting this Mimamsa 
Nyaya, to imagine or infer that Srishti Srutis are secondary in 
importance to the Srutis which propound or teach Atmaikatwa is 
itself reasonable, tenable. 

(Question) : Why cannot it be imagined that with regard 
to Pranasamvada too the real purport is : “In this manner, one 
should perform Dhyana (meditation)” ? 

(Answer) : This is not proper. For, by contemplating in the 
manner - “Pranas quarrelled with one another in a competitive 
spirit” - no desirable fruit can accrue. In the same way, it will 
not be proper to infer that undesirable fruits like rebirth etc. will 
accrue to Srotrus from contemplating on Srishti etc. There is a 
rule of law that for Dhyana a fruit proportionate to its intensity 
should perforce accrue. We may have to imagine that by medi¬ 
tating or contemplating upon quarrel among Pranas the fruit that 
accrues will be quarrel only ! That is not desirable for anyone, 
is it not so ? Therefore, it is proper only to infer that for the 

f 

Srutis on Srishti etc. the fruit is invariably Brahmarupaprapti 
alone. For this teaching there is support of the Sruti also. To 

wit : The Sruti states 

I - (Chh. 6-8-8), 

meaning : “Listen, my boy ! From the effect of food search out 
the cause of water and cognize it ; from the effect of water 
search out, my boy, the cause of fire ; from the effect of fire 
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search out Sat (Pure Existence) the cause, my boy”. (This is 
actually the literal meaning). The implicit meaning of the sen¬ 
tence here is : “For Pritbivi (earth) Ap (water) is the cause ; for 
Ap the cause is Tejas (fire) ; for Tejas the cause is Sadbrahman 
(the Ultimate Reality of Brahman). Oh my boy ! From the effect 
find out, cognize the cause.” Following the axiom that - “The 
effect is not different from the cause” - we should decide that 
Sadbrahman, which is the root cause for everything, is Paramartha. 
This alone is the prime intended purport of the Sruti. Therefore, 
it becomes certain that - “The purport behind the statement of 
Utpatti (creation) is to teach a device to cognize Atmaikatwa 
alone ; but to reckon that the Sruti also has a prime purport in 
teaching Karyasatyatwa (reality of the effect) is not proper at 
all.” 

<Ww-i)4fc,<£<i ll^ll 

Meaning : “There are three Ashramis (People in differ¬ 
ent stages of life) with different viewpoints called Hina (low), 
Madhyama (middle) and Utkrishta (superior). This Upasana 
(meditation) is instructed for their sake out of compassion.” 

THE PLIGHT OF SENTENCES PERTAINING TO 
KARMAS AND UP ASANAS 

Here a doubt may arise : If the tenet that - “Paramatman 
who is of Nitya-shuddha-buddha-mukta-swabhava alone is the 
Ultimate Reality, and all else is false, unreal” - is itself true, then 
in various Srutis like - “Oh dear, Atman alone should be sought 
out, He alone should be listened about, deliberated upon and 
contemplated upon” (Bri. 2-4-5) ; “There exists Atman who is 
devoid of sins, is it not ? He should be searched out, He alone 
should be cognized” - (Chh. 8-7-1) ; “He should take a decision 
like this” - (Chh. 3-14-1) ; “One should meditate on Him as 
Atman alone” - (Bri. 4-1-7) etc. - why is it, apart from Jnana, 
Upasana also is instructed ? Why is it Karmas also have been 
stipulated as injunctions in the manner - “As long as one is alive 
he should perform Agnihotra Homa” - etc. ? For this, as stated 
in the 14th Karika, this solution may be provided : The Siddhantin 
may say that from the standpoint of Bhavishyadvritti - to wit, 
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keeping the fact that - “Later on in the Sruti, Atmaikatwa will 
be taught” - in mind, here the difference between Jivas and 
Paramatman is mentioned in a secondary sense (Gouna). But the 

f 

present doubt is : “Why is it that the Sruti in this manner 
assumes a difference which is not real and teaches Karma and 
Upasana by way of a Gouna Vritti (in a secondary sense) ?” In 
this doubt the opponent’s real intention is indeed : “Instead of 
assuming that which does not exist and stipulating both Karmas 
and Upasanas, why cannot the Sruti directly teach everyone the 
Ajadvayatattwa (non-dual Absolute Reality) Itself ?” 

Another point : In some sentences like - “Atman alone 
should be seen” ; “He should be sought out and cognized” ; 
“One should meditate on Him as Atman alone” etc. the Srutis 
are instructing Jnana alone, and not as stipulated in the sentence 
- “He should in this manner Kiatu (proposition) - any Upasana 
whatsoever which yields a fruit in due course of time. Even so, 
in those sentences, for the purposes of Atmadarshana (cognition 
of the Self), Sadhanas like Sravana, Manana etc. or the 
Dhyanakrama (method of meditation) called ‘Nididhyasana’ have 
been invariably instructed. If the teaching that - “In the Absolute 
sense Atman alone exists” - alone is true, then why at all were 
these Sadhanas stipulated ? - For this doubt too here a solution 
has necessarily to be provided. 

For these the solution is : Because those people who are 
qualified, are endowed with different grades of viewpoints like 
Manda (low), Madhyama (middle) and Uttama (superior), they 
are belonging to different Vamas (castes), having different Ashramas 
(stages of life) ; being endowed invariably with the superior 
viewpoint, all persons, are not of the calibre of superior class 
qualifiers for Tattwajnana. People with Mandadrishti means those 
who desire fruits which accrue in this world of humans as also 

f 

in the world of the manes (mentioned in the Sastras) ; for them 
Karmas are stipulated as injunctions (in the Vedas). Those with 
Madhyamadnshti means people who wish to attain Devaloka 
(world of deities) or through the doorway of Brahmalokaprapti 
(the world of the first-bom, four-headed creator called ‘Brahma’ 
in the Sastras") eventually attain Atmaprapti ; for these high-grade 
practitioners Upasanas (meditations) which yield Adrishtaphalas 
(invisible fruits in other worlds) are stipulated. Although for 
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certain Upasanas even Drishfaphalas - meaning, in fruits which 
will accrue in due course of time in this world itself - do exist, 
in the main, those people, who are qualified for Upasanas which 
yield fruits in the other worlds reached after death, are reckoned 
here to be those belonging to the ‘Madhyamadrishti’ category. 
Those who entertain an aspiration for cognizing Atmatattwa (non¬ 
dual Absolute Reality), which is devoid of birth and is non-dual, 
and who are endowed with the suitable qualifications for attain¬ 
ing that objective - they are called ‘Utkrishta Drishti Adhikaris’ 
(qualifiers with the best viewpoint). For that reason alone, the 
Sruti states': “This Manushyaloka is to be attained by means of 
a son alone, by any other means it cannot be acquired ; by means 
of Karma the Pitruloka (world of manes) and by means of Vidya 
Devaloka accrue” - (Bri. 1-4-16) - in this manner for those who 
wish to attain a particular Loka the respective Sadhana is stipu¬ 
lated. Although the sentences like - meaning - 

“One should meditate upon Him as Atman alone” - (Bri. 1-4- 
7) ; “He alone should be searched out, He alone should be 

f 

cognized” - (Chh. 8-7-1) etc. which are pertaining to Jnana (Self- 
Knowledge) are similar in form to Vidhivakyas (sentences which 
stipulate various injunctions), they are deliberately, purposefully 
formulated in that manner - just like the Vidhivakyas - in order 
to turn the senses - which are externally-oriented (towards the 
material objects and their enjoyments) - of those, who are desir¬ 
ous of the Paramapurushartha (the supreme goal of all human 
endeavour and existence), towards the own innermost Self which 
happens to be the very core of their Being and the Ultimate, 
Absolute Reality of Brahman. That is all. For the sake of in¬ 
structing those Uttamadhikaris who by themselves direct their 
energies and attention to know Atmatattwa, or those who being 
prompted by these Vidhirupa Vakyas turn towards Atman - 

exclusively these Atmatattwa Srutis like - *3PRR*IT W* - (Bri. 2- 

5-19), meaning - “This Atman is Brahman” ; ’arq^IV (Chh. 6- 

8-7), meaning - “That Sadbrahman alone are you” - etc. are 
mentioned. Therefore, Upasanas and Karmas are mentioned in the 
Srutis for the sake of Madhyamadhikaris, as also for those en¬ 
dowed with the lowest grade mind and intellect - but not for the 
Uttamadhikaris. 
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Here yet another doubt may arise : Why should the Sruti 
in this manner divide the Srotrus (listeners) into three different 
categories and instruct Jnana, Upasana and Karma to people with 
different qualifications ? Why cannot it instruct Jnana to all the 
people ? 

To this the answer is : The Sruti has not brought about any 
difference or division among the listeners. By their very innate 
nature, and according to their respective Karmas these qualifiers 
are having different grades of mind or intelligence. In fact, for 

r r 

the Srutis all people are alike ; the Srutis’ prime purport is : ‘Let 
everyone attain the supreme or the highest Advaitatma Jnana 
alone !’ But that Jnana is not iikciy to be grasped all of a sudden 
by everyone. The mind-set and the. background of their mental 
make-up among people with Manda and Madhyarna Drishtis are 
varied. Therefore, in accordance with their respective qualifica¬ 
tions, and based on the universally familiar Dvaita (duality) alone 
the Sruti has instructed different Karmas and Upasanas. For, no 
one among them wants the Moksha which is the Paramapurushartha. 
Therefore, the Sruti instructs different Kamyakaimas (rituals meant 
to fulfil one’s desires) of extremely extroverted Kamis (people 
full of mundane, materialistic desires). For those people who are 
having a pronounced proclivity or sense of pride in the Vania 
(caste) and Ashrama (stages of life) and thereby who aspire for 
fruits which accrue only in Paraloka (other worlds to which, they 
believe, one has to transmigrate after the fall of this body) - to 
such believers in the Sastraic instructions the Sruti stipulates, by 
way of injunctions or commandments, Nitya (daily, routine) and 
Naimittika (incindental to any special cause) fitting their respec¬ 
tive Varna and Ashrama. For those who are introverted and 
aspire for different fruits the Sruti stipulates particular Upasanas 
which yield their respective fruits. Those who show a pronounced 
detachment towards the fruits of this Manushyaloka as also the 
hereafter Pitrulbka - to such people the Sruti instructs Upasanas 
needed to attain Devaloka. Thus because there exist people who 
are qualified and are entertaining different kinds of Phalasakti 
(pronounced interest in fruits) but devoid of a suitable capability 
fir Jnana (Self-Knowledge) - merely on the ground that the 
Sastra has instructed either Karmas or Upasanas according to 
their respective Vasanas (latent impressions or proclivities), it 
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does not face any danger of Apramanya (invalidity) whatsoever ; 
for, although from the empirical viewpoint based on the familiar 
differences of Kriya (action) and Karaka (means of action) the 

f 

Sastra stipulates either Karma or Upasanas, it does not at all 
propound that this distinctive division of Kriya-Karaka-Phala is 
Paramartha (absolutely real) as its prime purport ; it keeps on 
instructing in the manner : ‘For such and such Purushartha 
(human objective) such and such Karma is merely a device.’ That 
is all. Thus because this Sadhya-Sadhana-Sambandha (relationship 
between the means of action and the result that is possible to 
achieve) is existing from time immemorial to that extent the 

r 

Sastra is verily a Pramana. 

r 

For the truth that - ‘The Sastra does not at all have any 
prime purport in stabilising the Sadhakas (seekers, practitioners) 
either in the Karmas or in the Upasanas’ - the strongest evidence 
is the fact that in the Jnana Prakarana both Karmas and Upasanas 
are condemned invariably. To substantiate this teaching the fol¬ 
lowing Srutis are the authoritative sources : < '*Tt 

TTSRt dl'WUUl <Wfd’ 

- (Bri. 3-8-10), meaning : “Oh Gargi, one who without cognizing 
this Parabrahman called ‘Akshara’ performs Homa (sacrifice) in 
this world for many thousands of years, performs Yaga (another 
kind of sacrifice) and Tapas (austerity, penance) that too will be 

invariably something having an end” ; tjst 

^ - (Mundaka 1-2-7), meaning : “Those idiots 

who are thinking that this Karma alone is propitious or conducive 
to prosperity and are praising it alone - they are having repeat¬ 
edly old age and death” ; , '*RFrai T I 

fafc (Kena 6), meaning : “That which cannot be 

contemplated upon by the mind, but That which, they say, cognizes 
even the mindThat alone you know to be Brahman ; that 
which (people) meditate upon (making it as an object in the 

manner) ‘this’ - that is not Brahman” ; - (Bri. 

2-1-14), meaning : “Merely by meditating on these Purushas like 
Aditya etc. alone it does not amount to cognizing Brahman.” 

Apart from this, it can be discerned on the authority of the 
Vedanta Vachana (i.e. Upanishadic statements) that both Karma 
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and Upasana are Anga (subsidiary) to Jnana. The following Sruti 
sentences are expounding in clear terms that, as stated therein, 

Karmas and Upasanas are devices for attaining Jnana : 'unti 

HI5TOT hRir<«lR cPM SRRl^r’ - (Bri. 4-4-22), 

meaning : “By means of the meticulous study of Vedas, sacri¬ 
fices, charity (philanthropy), penance of the form of severe fast¬ 
ing Brahmins wish to cognize this Atman” ; 

TPliftnraPr ^ I <1% ^ tWe! u l - (Katha 

1-2-15), meaning : “Oh Nachiketa, that supreme abode which 
alone all the Vedas teach, proclaim as their prime purport, which 
alone all penances proclaim as their goal and desiring to cognize 
which (the seekers) practise Brahmacharya (celibacy etc.) - that 

(Reality) I will tell briefly” ; "'it 

.HtlcHt - (Prashna 5-5), meaning : “Further, one 

who meditates upon this Supreme Self who. resides in this city 

by means of Omkara associated with all three parts.(he) will 

see that Purusha alone who is Paratpara (greater than the great) 

and who resides in every body” ; W 

- (Bri. 4-2-2), meaning : “You, who have heard about 

and known all the Upasanas, what fruit are you going to get ?” 
In these two, viz. Karma and Upasana, Karmas through their 
being aids in cleansing the mind (Chittashuddhi) and bringing 
about Antarmukhatwa (introvertedness) are Sadhanas (means of 
practice) for Jnana (Self-Knowledge) ; Upasanas, which are of 
the form of Aparabrahmavidya (meditations on Brahman with 
various stipulated forms as Its adjuncts) after yielding the fruit 
of Brahmalokaprapti (attainment, i.e. transmigrating to the world 
of the first-born creator aspect of the four-headed Brahma) in due 
course of time (i.e. at the end of the Kalpa etc. as mentioned 

f 

in the Sastra), by virtue of their leading to Jnanaprapti (attain¬ 
ment of Self-Knowledge) dre responsible for Paramapurushartha- 
prapti (achieving the ultimate goal of human existence) ; with 
regard to Upasanas, especially of the form or nature of ‘Nidi- 
dhyasana’ - here and now while in this body directly they bring 
about Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge). Especially when Jnana ac¬ 
crues (dawns i.e. in the form of Intuitive Experience of Pure 
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Being-Consciousness-Bliss) because all Anatman (not-self) of the 

r _ 

nature of Sarirendriya etc. is rendered false, unreal (sublated) - 
once again the Sruti does not at all teach either Karma or 
Upasana whatsoever. 

Thus for the Sruti the Jiveshwara Tadatmya Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge of the identity, unity of Jiva and Iswara) alone is its 
prime goal ; for the sake of those people who do not possess 
just now the relevant, suitable qualification, the Sruti - out of 
compassion, as it were, and with the good intention that those 
people too should acquire stage by stage the requisite capability 
for this Self-Knowledge - instructs either Karmas or Upasanas in 
accordance with their respective qualifications. This alone is the 
ultimate, final Vedantic Siddhanta (spiritual teaching). 

5. THERE IS NO OPPOSITION BETWEEN ADVAITA 
PHILOSOPHY AND DVAITA PHILOSOPHIES 

tKnt I 

fof T fa'Wcl IW9II 

Meaning : “Because Dvaitins (dualists) have a steadfast 
(deep-seated) certitude (resolution) in their own respective 
systems of philosophy, they are opposed to one another. 
But this (our Vedantic system) is not opposed to them.” 

DVAITA PHILOSOPHY IS NOT A PROPER SYSTEM 

(Objection) : Let it be that because Karmas and Upasanas 
are meant for the sake of Manda and Madhyama Adhikaris, the 
Sruti has its prime purport in teaching Advaita alone ; but merely 
on this ground the fact that this philosophy is opposed to the 
remaining Dvaitins’ doctrines cannot be evaded at all. For, the 
Dvaita Darshanas (dualistic philosophies) which were established 
by (ancient and famous sages like) Kapila, Kanada, etc. also have 

r 

presented their respective philosophies before the Srotius, pro¬ 
claiming in the manner : “This alone is the proper Jnana”, is it 
not so ? 

(Solution) : Not so. For, the Advaita Siddhanta that has 
been propounded so far is in consonance with Sastra as also 
Yukti. Hence, because the remaining philosophies are opposed to 



266 


The Essential Gaudapada 


Sastra and Yukti, it evolves that they are Mithya Darshanas 
(false, improper systems) alone. Since in the ‘Vedantamimamsa’ 
(popularly known as ‘ Brahmasutras in the second chapte* it has 
been proved quite convincingly that philosophical systems like 
Sarikhya, Vaisheshika etc. are Yuktibahya (beyond universally 
accepted reasoning or logic), here there is no need to establish 
that truth once again. In fact, in this very treatise also the truth 
that - “Dvaitasamanya (the genus or generality of dualism) itself 
is false or unreal” - has been demonstrated. Therefore, in this 
manner since Dvaita Darshanas are opposed to SSstra and *Yukti 
there is no scope here to doubt that the Advaita Darshana is 
opposed to them. 

Not only on the ground that the Dvaita Darshana^ are 
opposed to Sastra and Yukti they have to be perforce said to be 
improper systems, but also because all'of tlrem are prone, sus¬ 
ceptible to give full scope for Raga (attachment) and Dwesha 
(hatred) they are not proper systems. To wit : Kapila, Kanada 
and such other Darshanakaras (system-founders) have decided 
that their respective Siddhanta itself is the last word (i.e. the final 
truth, the absolute Reality). Among them there are two catego¬ 
ries : (a) One stipulates a rule of law that - “In this manner 
alone this is said to be the Paramartha (Absolute Truth) and it 
is not in any other manner possible.” (b) The second stipulates 
a rule of law that - “This alone is Paramartha, not anything 
else.” For instance : Sankhyans who follow‘Kapila’s Siddhanta 
state thus : “Pradhana which is Trigunatmaka (of the essence . 
of three qualities) in order to yield or provide endless number of * 
Jivas Bhoga (enjoyment) as also Moksha (Beatitude, Liberation) 
gets transformed into various forms like Mahat Tattwa etc. Fo» 
the Jagat (world of duality) that alone is the Upadana Karana 
(material cause).” On the other hand, Vaisheshikas, who adopt 
the viewpoint of Kanada, opine that : “Just as many cotton 
threads combine together to form cloth, the atoms alone, inces¬ 
santly producing effects like Dvyanuka (binary), Tryanuka (ter¬ 
tiary) atoms in stages, produce the world of duality.” Now these 
Vaisheshikas do not accept the category or phenomenon of 
Pradhana which the Sankhyans are establishing by inference ; the 
Satkaryavada (theory that an entity which in the beginning 
existed in the form of Karana or cause gets transformed into 
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Karyarupa (form of an effect) which is accepted by Sankhyans 
is not accepted by these Vaisheshikas. 

Further, some disciples of Buddha say that five Skandhas, 
twelve Ayatanas, 18 Dhatus, the external Adhibhoutika objects 
and the internal Adhyatmika objects - all these are real in all the 
three periods of time. According to their methodology formulated 
by themselves (i.e. not supported by or taught by the Vedas ; 
hence Buddhism is a Vedabahya Darshana), although they follow 
or adopt an atomic theory, they do not acknowledge what Kanadas 
(or Vaisheshikans) have propounded as Atman who is a Bhoktru 
or Iswara who is omniscient. Some other Buddhists are Kshanika 
Vijnanavadins. Their doctrine is that all empirical transactions 
are carried on by Vijnanasantana (a series of concepts or 
consciousnesses) alone. Further, Arhatas (Jains) say : Jiva and 
Ajiva - thus there exist only two entities ; existing in various 
forms, these two only are utilized in our workaday transactions. 
With regard to all matters of discussion or debate, taking recourse 
to what they call ‘ Syadvada ’ (theory accepting - ‘it may be in 
this way also’) these people aver that there cannot at all be any 
imposition of a restriction of the type - “ Vastutattwa (the essence 
of an entity or substance) should be in this particular manner 
alone.” Jivatman is of the dimension or proportion of the body ; 
he is of a nature having contraction and expansion. This is their 
doctrine. In any case, in this manner among the Dvaitins there 
exist hundreds of systems of philosophy. Among them each one 
expounds his own respective special methodology saying - “This 
alone is the Tattwa (the Reality), nothing else ; this Tattwa is 
established only in this manner and not in any other way” - and 
are deeply identified or attached, showing a pronounced affinity 
towards their own system ; besides, they regard the others as 
opponents, rivals and despise them and their systems. Because of 
their taking a steadfast stand and showing an innate identification 
with their respective systems of philosophy alone, they are forced 
to become opponents to one another. 

Thus although the Dvaitins are associated with mutual 
opposition among themselves, our this Advaita Darshana, which 
is in consonance with the teachings of the Vedas, is not really 
opposed to any one of them at all. Just as for one, who has total 
identification with his whole body, does not at all entertain any 
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hatred or hostility towards any limb like hand, leg etc., in the 
same* way here too it should be understood, discerned. For, 
Atman is the one Atman to everyone ; hence, even though 
anyone else is staunchly identified with any particular Dvaita 
Siddhanta, the Advaitin reckons them in the manner - “They too 
are our own people” - alone. Therefore, since there is no scope 
or room for Raga and Dwesha in this Advaita Darshana - this 
alone is the Paramartha Darshana (the Absolutely real philoso¬ 
phy) : This is the implicit purport here. This very opinion was 
expressed previously in the Vaitathya Prakarana also in the 
manner - “Advayatwa alone is Shivam (auspicious)” - (2-33) ; 
now, the same opinion is being established through Upapatti 
(justification based on proof, evidence). 

3T&cT Wiraf tcT I 

i fa \\\6\\ 

Meaning : “For, Advaita is Paramartha (Absolutely real) ; 
Dvaita is said to be its Bheda (division, distinction). For them 
(i.e. Dvaitins) in both ways it is Dvaita alone. Therefore, this 
(i.e. Advaita) is not opposed.” 

TO DVAITA WHICH IS APARAMARTHA (UNREAL) ADVAITA 
WHICH IS PARAMARTHA CANNOT POSSIBLY BE OPPOSED 

If it is asked : “How is it that this Advaita is not opposed 
to Dvaitins ?” - we answer : For, Advaita is Paramartha, whereas 
Dvaita is the distinction, meaning its effect, of the Advaita 
Tattwa. Just as for the root of a tree, the tree, the branches etc. 
are effects, in the same way the dual forms are the effects of 
Advaita alone. For, it is very clearly expounded in the Sruti as : 

ntufami .... X&SIT W IMlifafa 

- (Chh. 6-2-2, 3) - meaning - “Oh dear, in the beginning 
Sadbrahman alone, without anything second to It, existed. It 
imagined in the manner - ‘I will become many, I alone will be 
bom as Dvaita (many)’ - and created Tejas (fire)” - purporting 
to suggest that Sadbrahman alone, which is Advayarupa, came 
into being as Dvaita like Tejas, Ap, Prithivi etc. Further, there 

is a Sruti which says : ‘TPJeTT: Rb^fTs Traf: tRT: *KWcHl: 

- (Chh. 6-8-9) - meaning - “Oh dear, for all these effects Sat 
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(Reality) alone is the root cause ; Sat alone is the support ; Sat 
alone is the end.” In states like Sushupti etc. when the mind does 
not exist at all there does not also exist any Dvaita (duality) 
whatsoever ; when in the dream there exists a mind, Dvaita 
appears. Therefore, just as in the dream by virtue of the 
movement of the mind the duality that appears is verily the 
effect of Advaita, in the same way it evolves that the Dvaita 
that is appearing now (i.e. in the waking state) also is in its 
apparent form of appearance is Aparamartha (unreal in the 
absolute sense), as also it is the projected effect alone of the 
Advaitatattwa (non-dual Reality). Thus, it is not proper to say 
that in this manner Advaita which is the cause is opposed to Its 
effects which' are not Paramartha, is it not so ? But, for the 
Dvaitins especially - in the Absolute sense too it is Dvaita alone, 
and what is reckoned as Aparamartha is also Dvaita alone.- For 
instance, Dvaita which the Sankhyans have believed to be 
Paramartha (Absolutely real, in the ultimate analysis) is opposed 
to what they are opining as Aparamartha but which the Kanadas 
(i.e. Vaisheshikans) accept as Dvaita ; vice versa, the Dvaita 
Darshana which the Kanadas have accepted is opposed to the 
Dvaita Darshana which they are proclaiming as Aparamartha but 
championed by the Sankhyans. Anyway, in this manner because 
both the Dvaita schools are of similar doctrinaire theories, be¬ 
tween them one is opposed to the other. This fact becomes 
evident. In this way, in all the theories of the Dvaitins the 
opponents’ Darshana is Dvaita only as well as the Darshana of 
the Siddhantin also is Dvaita alone ; hence, between those Dvaita 
Darshanas since one cannot withstand the onslaught of the Yukti 
(dialectical arguments) of the other, both of them have to be 
inferred as the philosophies of deluded people indeed. For, it is 
not possible at all to aver that an object exists in two mu¬ 
tually opposed forms or kinds at the same time ; just as it 
is possible to conjecture that Karmas can be performed in a 
particular manner as also in some other manner, it is not possible 
to acknowledge an imagined concept or inference saying that an 
object may exist in a particular manner as also in some other 
form also (at the same time). The Siddhanta of any one school 
of Dvaitins has not been accepted to be the only correct, proper 
one by the other Dvaitins. If any one of them is accepted as final 
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and correct, then it could have been concluded in the manner - 
“Among the various Darshanas formulated by Dvaitins such and 
such alone is the real one” - is it not so ? What about the 
Advaita Darshana ? - For this question the answer is : The 
universal Intuitive Experience like that of deep sleep etc. is 
in support of that Darshana indeed. Hence, this Advaita 
Darshana of ours is not opposed to any Dvaita Darshana 
whatsoever. 

It being so, because it amounts to accepting the fact that 
- “Dvaita Drishti itself is the Darshana (philosophy) of Bhrantas 
(deluded people), whereas Advaita Drishti is of people devoid 
of that Bhranti” - for this reason alone it amounts to saying that 
Advaita (non-dualism) is not opposed to those Dvaitins also. The 

Sruti : - (Bri. 2-5-19) - meaning - “Paramatman 

by virtue of Avidyaprajna (consciousness projected by ignorance 
i.e. misconception) appears in many forms” - is proclaiming that 
the Bahurupatwa (manifoldness of forms) appearing in Atman 
(who is really non-dual) is, in the ultimate analysis, caused b> 
Avidyaprajnas (false concepts projected by ignorance). Because 
for the Sruti, which declares that in deep sleep there does not 
at all exist any second thing other than Atma Chaitanya (Pure 
Consciousness of the Self) there is complete support of the 
universal experience of deep sleep etc., no one can ever possibly 
affirm that Advaita does not really exist. Besides, the Sruti itself 
pointedly stresses the truth in very clear terms that in Sushupti 

(deep sleep) Advaita alone exists when it expresses that ‘ *T 

- (Bri. 4-3-23) - meaning - “Therein 
a second tiling apart from Atman does not exist ; if it were so, 
it could have been possibly seen, is it not so ?” Therefore, just 
as when a brave warrior, astride an intoxicated or agitated el¬ 
ephant, is riding along comes across a mad man challenging him 
vociferously in the manner - “I am also riding on an elephant 
; I dare you to let loose your elephant towards mine” - because 
the warrior has realized that the challenger is a madcap and will 
not drive his elephant towards him at all - in the same way, since 
the Jnani (Realized Soul) who has cognized Advaitatman has 
realized that all Dvaitins are deluded people, he will not endeavour 
to argue with them. That Brahmajnani is verily the Self for them 
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also, is it not so ? For this reason only, the Advaita that we have 
accepted is not opposed to the opinions or doctrines of those 
Dvaitins at all. 

THE DISTINCTION THAT EXISTS BETWEEN ADVAITA 

SIDDHANTA AND SHUNYAVADA 

Here a special feature : The Shunyavadins among Bud¬ 
dhists are not at all Dvaitins ; for, they refute all the viewpoints 
of Dvaitins of the type - Sadvada and Asadvada etc. and . those 
Shunyavadins have not embraced any Drishti with deep identi¬ 
fication, saying that - “This alone is our Darshana.” Anyone may 
here raise a doubt of the type - “Therefore, the doctrine of those 
Shunyavadins also, who are Advayavadins, is Aviruddha (unop¬ 
posed to the Dvaitavada) alone, is it not so ? It being so, whai 
is the superior greatness of Advaita Siddhanta ?” But 
Shunyavadins, on the strength of their own unique doctrine 
of ‘Pratitya Samutpada’ - meaning, depending on one thing 
another thing appearing as being born or, in other words, 
dependent origination - following purely a kind of critique of 
reasoning - propound that - “Dvaita in its entirety is 
essenceless” - and then with the purport of refuting all view¬ 
points in toto adopt a vain, dry system of dialectics and try 
to demonstrate to any opponent Anishta Prasakti (the defect 
of an undesirable conclusion being arrived at). But for the 
whole gamut of logical or dialectical exercises duality is the main 
basis or support ; therefore, they are unable to refute Dvaita. It 
is very clearly evident that for those who have undertaken the 
ominous task of establishing by logical means alone the doctrine 
of - ‘Logic also is Nisswabhava (essenceless)’ - invariably an 
unavoidable defect will entail. Further, if those Shunyavadins 
strengthen belief, faith - then anyone may raise a doubt of the 
type - “How come they are saying by virtue of their tenet that 
- ‘Everything is Shunya’ - that it can be objectified by Anubhava 
(Intuitive Experience) of the nature of Samadhi (trance) ?” Now, 
for reasons that - (a) That kind of (Shunya) Anubhava is Vaiyaktika 
(individualistic) - meaning not being a universal experience, equally 
common to everyone, only occurring somewhere to some people 
only ; (b) Vijnanavadins, who are also Buddhists but opposed to 
the Shunyavadins, have from this (essenceless) Anubhava formu- 
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lated a totally different conclusion by means of Yukti or reason¬ 
ing - the doctrinaire theory of Shunyavadins being claimed to be 
Aviruddha to all other schools of philosophy is rendered to be 
a mere vain promise or pledge alone, and there is no Sadhakayukti 
(logical argument sustaining it) whatsoever. 

On the other hand, with regard to this Advaita Siddhanta, 
on the strength of Sarvatrika (universal and equal to each 
and every person anywhere and at any time) Anubhava (In¬ 
tuitive Experience - not within the purview of the ego alone), 
because it is determining the ‘Taffwa’ (the Ultimate, Absolute 
Reality) on the strong and unshakable foundation of examin¬ 
ing the Avasthatraya (universal experiences of the three states 
of Consciousness) employing the two strong means of Agama 
(Sastraic teachings handed down according to a time-tested 
traditional methodology of pedagogics) and Yukti (unique 
logic propounded in the Sastras themselves), here in this 
Advaita philosophy there does not exist even the least bit of 
scope for any kind of Vivada (argument or debate). This is 
the salient feature of this universally acceptable philosophy. Because 
all Dvaita Darshanas are mere conclusions drawn on the basis of 
the waking state viewpoint alone (to wit, it is rendered to be 
lop-sided, prejudiced and highly coloured, as it were, being 
based on one part of life’s experiences and not their totality), 
between them, on the one hand, and Advaita Darshana which 
determines the Ultimate Reality based on the comprehensive, 
holistic methodology of the Avasthatraya, on the other, there 
cannot exist possibly any opposition as such, and hence it is not 
possible to raise any doubt on this count. To the conclusion of 
the type*- “The object which serves as a source for a reflection 
is one and one only” - a conclusion, drawn merely based on an 
appearance, of the type - “The reflections of an object are many” 
- can never be opposed or contradictory at all, is it not so ? Here 
too we must understand it in a similar way. 

tirqnl Wl 

Meaning : “This is different because of Maya alone ; in 
no other manner whatsoever that which is Aja (unborn, birthless) 
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can possibly become different. For, if it could really become 
different, then Amritam (that which is immortal) will neces¬ 
sarily have to acquire Martyatwa (mortality).” 

A DEFECT IF IT IS MAINTAINED THAT DVAITA 
IS REALLY THE EFFECT OF ADVAITA 

“It has been propounded that - ‘Dvaita is a distinction of 
Advaita ; it is caused by Advaita’ - is it not so ? In that case, 
Dvaita also, like Advaita alone, becomes Paramartha (real), is it 
not so ? From a real seed the tree that grows cannot reasonably 
be said to be not Paramartha (i.e. unreal), is it not so ?” - Thus 
a doubt may arise in the minds of some people. 

In order .to remove this doubt Shri Gaudapada is saying : 
“This has become different due to Maya (illusion) alone.” To 
wit : To the disputant who maintains that Dvaita also is Satyam 
(real) we put a question : Is it your opinion that the phenomenon 
of Dvaita is not different from Advayatmatattwa (the Ultimate 
Reality of non-dual Self) which is Sadrupa (of the nature of Pure 
Existence) ? Or is it your opinion that it is different ? Let it be 
Satyam alone ; from this we (Vedantins) do not suffer any harm 
whatsoever. For, we are not at all saying that Advaita is not 
Satyam. If it is not so, just as the tree is quite different from 
the seed, if you say that Dvaita is different from Advaita - then 
that is not proper. For, Atman is Niravayava (without parts or 
components). Just as the seed gets broken up and becomes a tree, 
it is not possible to say that Advaita gets broken up and gets 
transformed into Dvaita. A seed with components may get trans¬ 
formed into different parts like bottom (stem), branch, sub-branch 
or branchlet etc. ; in the same way, clay with components may 
get transformed into various forms like pot, pitcher, lid etc. ; for, 
there is no hindrance whatsoever for a partible object to get 
disintegrated and get transformed in this manner. But, Tattwa 
(Reality) which is Niravayava (devoid of parts) and Janmarahita 
(devoid of birth) can never get transformed thus in whatever 
manner. Just as it is said by the Sahkhyans that Pradhana gets 
transformed in the forms like Mahat etc. - this Ajatmatattwa can 
never get transformed ; just as the Vaisheshikans etc. propound 
that atoms in the order of Dvyanuka etc. become the Jagat also, 
this Ajatmatattwa cannot become Jagat (the world of duality). 
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Therefore, we have to conclude that - “Just as one and one 
moon only appears to be many due to the defect of cataract in 
the eye, and in poor light a rope appears to be of many forms 
like a snake, a streak of water etc. - in the same way, Advaita 
(non-dual Reality), which is existing ‘ Paramarthicaliy (i.e. in the 
Absolute sense) due to Maya (illusion) alone, appears falsely 
indeed as Dvaita.” No one will ever accept that apart from the 
one singular moon seen by all the people many moons are really 
existing and apart from the one rope the false appearances of a 
snake or a streak of water etc. are really bom, is it not so ? 

(Objection) : Just as in the maimer the Sankhyans have 
propounded, why cannot it be said (accepted) that Advaita has 
really got transformed into the Dvaitakara (form of duality) ? Or 
just as in the order the Vaisheshikans have propounded that 
atoms, in the order of Dvyanuka (binary atoms) and Tryanuka 
(tertiary atoms), become effects - why cannot it be accepted that 
Advaita has actually become converted into Dvaita ? 

(Solution) : To this the answer is : If it were true that 
Advaita actually, in reality, acquires the Dvaitarupa and gets 
bom, then necessarily, as a concomitant result of it, Advaita will 
have to give up, or strip Itself, as it were, of Its Ajatwaswabhava 
(essential, innate nature of birthlessness) ; if it is said : “Let it 
be” - then it will have to be acknowledged that what is Amrita 
(immortal) becomes A tarty a (mortal). The teaching that - “Advaita 
is Amrita” - is based on the sound reasoning of It being devoid 

of birth, is it not so 7 The purport of the Sruti*: ^ 

- (Bri. 4-4-25) is - “That this Atman is 

Supreme, more pervasive than all else ; is Aja (devoid of birth), 
Ajara (i.e. devoid of old age) ; Amara (devoid of death) ; Amrita 
(of the essential nature of not getting death, destruction) ; Abhaya 
(fearless). For that reason alone He is Brahman.” If it is asserted 
that, in reality, in the beginning Atman was Advaita and later on 
got Himself divided or broken into the Karyarupa, then because 
it amounts to accepting that He is actually bom (in time and 
space and having causation), He acquires thereby Martyatwa 
(mortality). To assert that - “It is non-dual, and at the same time 
It is the cause for Dvaita” - is a self-contradiction. For, in order 
that an effect should occur, there necessarily have to exist many 
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requisite things or conditions - externally ; or, within the thing 
itself an inherent nature of becoming another should exist. Both 
these conditions or stipulations are not applicable at all to an 
Entity of the essential nature of Advaita. If it is maintained that 

- “That which is Advaita that alone is Dvaitayukta (inherently 
having a nature of becoming Dvaita or duality)” - then it amounts 
to saying - just as the statement that fire becomes cold - that the 
entity gives up its intrinsic, essential nature of Being or - Pure 
existence indeed. Thus this conclusion drawn to the effect that 

- “An entity’s essential nature itself gets transformed into an 
opposite state or condition” - is not acceptable to anyone at all, 
is it not so ? Therefore, this doctrine which is opposed to all 
Pramanas (valid means of knowledge) and which gives scope for 
all normal empirical transactions to be destroyed or disturbed - 
should not be accepted. 

6. DEFECTS THAT ENTAIL IF JANMA IS ACCEPTED 
FOR BRAHMAN WHICH IS OF AJASWABHAVA 

«Mm*4q qiq*q qifei: I 

Miql *ic4ni q^^Hfa IRoll 

Meaning : “To an Entity which is Ajata (birthless) alone 
the disputants have accepted a Janma (birth) indeed. An Entity 
which is Ajata and Amrita (immortal) - how at all can It 
acquire Martyatwa (mortality) ?” 

THREE SCHOOLS IN JATABRAHMA\ ADA (THEORY OF 

BRAHMAN GETTING BORN) 

Some people who are the proponents of Jatabrahmavada 
(the Absolute Reality of Brahman being bom or having birth) 
aver that for Brahman which is by Its very essence of Being is 
Amrita (immortal) has birth. Among them (1) some say : Brah¬ 
man is of Dvaitadvaitarupa (dual-cum-non-dual nature) ; Jiva is 
the ‘becoming or transformation’ of Brahman ; he is Bhinna 
(different) at the same time Abhinna (non-different) from Brah¬ 
man. (2) Some others say : By virtue of an association with an 
Upadhi (adjunct), although Jiva is of a Bhinnabhinnarupa (differ- 
ent-cum-non-different form) of Brahman, when the Upadhi gets 
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destroyed he (i.e. Jiva) becomes one with the Paramatman. 
(3) Yet some others say : Between Jivas and Brahman - just as 
between sparks of fire and fire - there exists a ‘ Amsha-AmshT 
(part-whole) Bhavarupa Sambandha (relationship of such catego¬ 
ries). 

Thus following various methodologies those who have ac¬ 
knowledged the doctrine that for Brahman who is of Ajaswabhava 
too there is Janma (birth) - because they have accepted Janma 
being there alone, it has amounted to their accepting the doctrine 
of - “Brahman has Martyatwa”. For, to the objection of the type 
- “That which is bom, death occurring is certain ; because It is 
devoid of birth, an Entity which is by dint of its very essential 
nature alone is Amrita (immortal) - how at all can It acquire 
Martyatwa ?” - those disputants will have to provide a convinc¬ 
ing solution indeed. Those disputants too (who are basically 
logical-minded) do not, nay cannot, accept the theory that - “The 
essential nature (Swabhava) itself of a Vastu (entity) changes, 
mutates” - is it not so ? Hence, there exists this defect in their 
doctrine. 

THE PRESENT-DAY JATABRAHMAVADINS 

Among the present-day Vedantins some describe the 
Brahmatattwa in the following manner : “There are two aspects 
to the body of Brahman, called ‘Chit’ and ‘Achit’. When this 
Chidachidrupa body is so very subtle that it cannot be said to 
be anymore distinct from Brahman, then Brahman exists in 
Karanavastha (potent state of being a cause). When this Brahman 
which is in Karanavastha is acquiring the Karyavastha (state of 
becoming an effect), because Achidamsha (part of insentient 
substance), which was existing in the Karanavastha devoid of any 
of the phenomena like Shabda etc., with a view to becoming 
Bhogya (an object of enjoyment), acquires those Shabda etc. - a 
mutation called ‘Anyathabhava’ (a different substantive nature) 
occurs to its Swarupa. Because then Chidamsha has perforce to 
acquire Bhoktrutwa, which enjoys the fruits of the respective 
Karmas, it undergoes a change of the type of Jnana evolving or 
blossoming. Thus the two forms of mutations called ‘Swaru- 
panyathabhava’ and ‘Jnana Vikasa’ - are called by virtue of being 
‘Vishishta’ (extra-ordinary, special) endowed with special features 
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- Brahman undergoes such a mutation called ‘Vishishta.’ In this 
way, the mutation of going from Karanavastha to the Karyavastha 
is common to Brahman who is the Prakari (endowed with the 
modes) and Vishishta (that which is endowed with special fea¬ 
tures), as also to Chidachit which are the Prakaras (modes) 
Visheshana (special features). In this manner, in saying that 
Brahman acquires Karyavastha from Karanavastha there is no 
defect whatsoever” - This is the opinion of these disputants. 

In the doctrine of these disputants although the Srutis state 
that Brahman by Its very nature is Aja (devoid of birth), it 
amounts to saying that Brahman has really birth - and this fact 
is very clear. For, although these people are saying that the 
Visheshanas only are undergoing change but there is no mutation 
to Brahman, they never accept that Brahman exists independently, 
giving up Visheshanas, at some time or the other. Therefore, it 
is tantamount to their agreeing that Brahman also has Vikara. 
Suppose a man has pain in the hand, or in the leg or in the 
stomach, no one will say that his limb only had the pain but not 
the person, is it not so ? 

Here these disputants may say : 

wjT - (Bri. 4-4-25) - from this Sruti sentence it is estab¬ 
lished that Brahman does not have Vikaras like Janma etc. ; we 
have accepted that only to Chidachit, which are the Visheshanas 
there is Vikara. Therefore this objection is not proper - thus these 
people may argue. But a Sruti sentence signifies to us an 
Entity which already exists only, it is a Jhapaka (reminder) 
; no Sruti is a Karaka (creator of a new thing) ; it cannot 
create anything that does not exist. Therefore, it is not possible 

r 

to assert merely on the support of a (Sruti) sentence that Brah- 

f 

man is Aja and Nirvikari. Apart from this, in the above Sruti 
sentence it has not been stated at all that the Visheshanas (special 
features) have mutations but not Brahman which is Visheshya 
(that which is endowed with Visheshanas). It is stated here that 

- “This Vijnanamaya who exists amidst these Pranas is Mahan 
(great, all-pervading), Aja (birthless),” - as previously stated in 
(Bri. 4-4-22), that the Jivatman himself is Ajara (devoid of old 
age), Amara (deathless), Amrita (devoid of an essential nature of 
dying), Abhaya (fearless) ; he is verily Brahman. The fact that 
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for this above Sruti sentence this alone is the intended meaning 
is ascertained from the next sentence : ‘3PR ^ »n3 ^ ^ 

meaning, - “One who cognizes like this, he verily becomes 
fearless Brahman alone.” 

Apart from this, in the Chhandogya Sruti : *ci^)d W 

- (Chh. 6-2-6) - meaning, “That Brahman wished - ‘I 

will become many, I will get bom” - in this manner it mentions 
about the Sahkalpa (volition) that Brahman had wished to be¬ 
come many. According to the doctrine of these disputants merely, 
on the ground of the Visheshanas becoming many, Brahman 
especially cannot possibly become many, and hence this sentence 
will be rendered invalid alone. As otherwise, if it is accepted that 
Brahman too becomes many - then the Siddhanta (their doctrine) 
that - “Brahman does not have any Vikara” - will have to be 
abandoned. Apart from this, the following Srutis state that, prior 
to the creation : “All this was Advitiya Brahman alone” - (Chh. 
6-2-1) ; “This existed as Atman alone, nothing else whatsoever 
existed” - (Aitareya 1-1) etc. and the opponents’ doctrine will be 
opposed to all the above Sruti sentences. For, in the opponent’s 
opinion even then (i.e. prior to the creation) it is accepted that 
Brahman existed as Chidachid Vishishta alone ; but the Sruti is 
affirming that - “Brahman alone existed.” 

In the same manner, in Srutis like - “You alone are That” 

- (Chh) ; “I am Brahman” (Bri.) ; “This Atman is Brahman” 

- (Mandukya and Bri.) etc. it has been reiterated that Jiva is 
really Brahman alone, but it has not been stated that - “Jlvas are 
the Visheshanas only of Brahman”. Therefore, this doctrine of 
the opponent of ‘Chidachitprakarabrahmavada’ is opposed to 
those Srutis. These disputants keep on giving a consolatory 
explanation for this contradiction : “In the Antaryami Brahmana 
it has been very clearly stated that the insentient, inanimate 
phenomena like Prithivi etc. and Atman are the body of Para- 
matman ; therefore, there is invariably full support of the Sruti 
for our doctrine”. But this Samadhana (consolatory explanation) 
is not proper ; for, the Antaryami Brahmana which is in 
Brihadaranyaka has the prime purport of signifying the 
SwarOpa of Antaryami and not.in stating that Prithivi etc. 
are His body. By depending or relying upon the Karyakaranas 
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(actions and means of action) of deities like Prithivi, He becomes 
their Niyamaka (controller) ; when the real purport of that sen¬ 
tence becomes fulfilled by indicating that - “Merely in the prox- 
imity of that Paramatman who is of the essential nature of Sakshi 
(Witnessing Principle) all the respective actions and means of 
actions of everyone are functioning according to regulations” - 
to imagine a discordant meaning of the type that - “Paramatman 
has a body too” - exposes this doctrine to what is called 'Gourava 
Dosha ’ (meaning, when a single meaning, being inferred for a 
particular part of a text, the intended purport is fully served, 
needlessly to imagine the meanings of two different sentences a 
defect entails). Therefore, it is not reasonable to follow the 
Antaryami Brahmana, which has no purport at all of signifying 
Sashariratwa (embodiedness) and to strike down the meaning of 

Sruti sentences like - 'awltl* - (That thou art) etc. which have 
the prime purport of preaching Ekatwa (unity, identity) alone. 
Therefore, this ‘Jatabrahmavada’ is not in consonance with 
Sastra. 

For another reason too this doctrinaire theory can be proved 
to be Sastrabahya (alien to the Sastra or scriptures). In what 
way ? The answer is : In this very Brihadaranyaka there is a 

sentence like : '■qq - 

(Bri. 4-5-13). It is very clearly stated here that just as a lump 
of salt is in all its parts salty only, Brahman is everywhere is 
of the very essence of Intuition (cognition) alone ; as these 
disputants are stating, there is no statement or relevant sentence 
which implies that between Brahman, on the one hand, and Jivas 
and gross objects on the other, there exists a Shariri-Sharira 
relationship, as also that Brahman has undergone mutations of all 

kinds. Quite contrary to this, the Sruti sentence : H 

If mwfd’ - (Bri. 4-4-19), meaning - “One who sees 

manifoldness in Brahman gets death after death” - stridently 
condemns those who see manifoldness or many changes 
(Nanaprakara) in Brahman. Further, the Sruti is stressing un¬ 
equivocally in the manner : - (Bri. 4- 

4-20), meaning - “Because this Paramatmatattwa is not a Prameya 
(object for cognition) one should not see manifoldness in It; he 
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should cognize that It is Ekarupa (of one and the same essential 
nature).” Therefore, it amounts to saying that this doctrine which 
acknowledges Nanatwa (manifoldness) in Paramatman is Sastra- 
bahishkmta (expelled by the scriptures themselves) indeed. 

Apart from this, for the various statements made by these 
disputants like : 

(a) “For Chaitanya, Chidachit are the body”-; (b) for the 
substance called Chit (Chiddravya) Chit is a Guna (quality)” ; 
(c) The quality (Guna) of Chidrupa (of the form or nature of 
Chit) acquires Samkocha (involution, contraction) and Vikasa 
(evolusion, expansion)” - there is no possibility of any proper 
meaning being attached or made applicable. For, Chaitanya is, 
like the empty space, a Tat'cwa (Entity) which has no taint or 
touch of anything else. It is also not possible even to imagine 
that It has any relationship with anything else. Both the words 
‘Chaitanya’ and ‘Chit’ have the same meaning of ‘Consciousness’ 
(cognition), and it is not possible at all to imagine or infer that 
in Pure Consciousness too there exists an internal and inherent 
difference. Usually these disputants argue in the manner that 
because for objects of brilliance or light like a lamp, gem etc. 
we see them having a Guna (quality) of Prabha (light, brilliance), 
for the Dravy r a (substance) of Chidrupa (of the form of Chit) also 
there can be a quality called ‘Chit’. But lamp and gems etc. are 
Savayavadravyas (substances having component parts or constitu¬ 
ents), whereas Chaitanya is Niravayava (devoid of any parts) and 
is Sarvavyapaka Tattwa (Reality which is all-pervading). It being 
so, it is not possible at all even to imagine that Chaitanya or Chit 
is a Dravya (substance) or It may have qualities. Apart from this, 
in states like Sushupti (deep sleep), Samadhi (trance) etc. without 
there being any contact with anything else Chaitanya alone is 
experienced (Intuited) by us. Therefore, the Yukti (device) - 
which endeavours to imagine that Dvaita, which;is misconceived 
in Atman from the waking viewpoint, is really existing in Atman 
- is opposed to Sarvatrika Anubhava (universal or everyone’s 
experience). In the same way, to imagine that even in the 
Pralayavastha (state of total dissolution) Chaitanya, which is 
Nirvishesha (devoid of any special features) exists alone by Itself 
and unto Itself - will be quite reasonable. For this reason also 
to imagine Brahman, which is birthless, non-dual as also 
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Chaitanyarupa, to give up its Swabhava (essential nature) and to 
be bom in the various forms of Jivas and Jadavastus is Kutarka 

m 

(vain logic) indeed - which imagines that a Reality, which is of 
the essential nature of immortality, acquires Martyarupa (form of 
a mortal being or object). On this count too this Jatabrahmavada 
has to be discarded. 

WlWfo PUNel: IRRil 

Meaning : “That which is immortal cannot become mor¬ 
tal ; that which is mortal cannot become immortal too. For, 
the essential nature (of an entity) to become something else 
is not possible in any manner whatsoever^ That disputant in 
whose doctrine an Entity which is by Its vciy essential nature 
is immortal becomes mortal, because in that disputant’s doctrine 
that Entity which is said to be immortal is invariably produced 
(artificially), how at all is.it possible for It to exist (always) 
as It is ?” 

JATABRAHMAVADA IS OPPOSED TO ANUBHAVA 

AS ALSO TO YUKTI 

It has already been stated in the previous Karika that - ‘An 
immortal thing cannot become mortal.’ Therefore, it cannot be 
acknowledged that Brahman which is ever, eternally of an essen¬ 
tial nature of immortality becomes a Jiva who is mortal. Simi¬ 
larly, to assert that Jiva who is of the essential nature of mor¬ 
tality, at some lime or the other, becomes immortal is a mere 
conjecture made, quite opposed to what is seen in our workaday 
world. In our empirical world of duality none of us has seen at 
all anybody using any one of, say, a magical gem, a hymn, herb 
or a root of a plant and converting, transforming a thing which 
is of the nature of dying into one which is of immortal, deathless 
nature - is it not so ? In case if anybody has, by the employment 
of magical gems or hymns etc. and by virtue of their magical 
powers, brought back to life any being or creature that had died, 
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even there the statement that - ‘The being had died’ - is itself 
false ; it will have to be concluded that what we had believed 
to the effect that it had died was itself false. For, the essential 
nature of a thing, substance can never possibly change. Do any 
discriminative people imagine that the heat that is the very 
essential nature of fire has got transformed into a cold state and 
thereby the fire has become cold ? Never at all. The Swabhava 
(essential nature) changes means the extinction of that Swabhava ; 
in other words, that substance itself has been destroyed - this is 
the real import of it. Similarly, if it is stated that - “Brahman 
is bom as a Jiva” - it means that Brahman Itself becomes extinct, 
non-existent ; whereas, if it is stated that - “A mortal Jiva gets 
transformed into Brahman” - it means a Jiva’s ‘ Jivatwa ’ (soulhood) 
disappears. Jiva himself becomes non-existent or extinct - it 
means this alone. Therefore, to imagine that Brahman and Jiva 
are two different entities, as also that one gets transformed 
into another is totally wrong, improper. Hence, the common 
people have misconceived Brahman Itself to be Jiva ; although 
Jiva appears as a Jiva due to Avidya, even now at this very 
moment he is verily Brahman - to infer in this manner it is quite 

_ r 

rational. Therefore, it is reasonable to interpret the Sruti sentence 
*H5J *i=tlV - (Mundaka) - as meaning - “Giving up the 

Jivabhava (soulhood) which is projected by Avidya, a Jiva cognizes, 
Intuits his real, essential nature as Brahmarupa by means of 
Vidya (Jnana)” - alone. 

Really speaking, the theory that - “Paramatman who is of 
the Amritaswabhava Himself becomes Jiva” - is not proper at all. 
For, if that which is in Its essence Amrita (immortal) is Its very 
innate nature, then how can it be said that It became Martya 
(mortal) ? The thing which later on becomes Martya should 
earlier in the beginning too invariably should have been of the 
essential nature (Swabhava) of becoming Martya, is it not so ? 
Hence, the statement that - “In the beginning It was immortal” 
- is also false - we are compelled to deduce. For, a ‘Swabhava’ 
(essential nature, core of Being) never changes. In that case, shall 
we say - “A Kritaka (an artificially produced) Amrilatwa (immor¬ 
tality) that substance had” - ? That also does not suit ; for, to 
say that first being Kritaka, later on a thing has become Amrita 
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is itself a conjecture-which does not suit anything whatsoever. It 
becomes an improbable statement indeed like : “Without the 
King’s command they had acquired ministership.” In the same 
way, if it is said : “Jiva in the beginning is Martya ; by means 
of Upasana he becomes (gets transformed into) Amrita” - it 
really amounts to saying that that newly-acquired Amritatwa also 
is Kritaka (artificially produced, i.e. it is false alone) ; how at 
all can it be guaranteed that even such a Kritaka Amritatwa in 
the future will sustain itself ? Just as That which is in the 
beginning Amrita becomes Martya, this ‘Amritaswarupa’ that has 
been produced artificially may become Martya - in this manner 
it is reasonable to surmise, is it not ? In any case, in this doctrine 
neither Jivatwa nor Brahmatwa is Aja (unborn) - meaning - it 
never exists as it is without any change or mutation. Therefore, 
it amounts to their saying that - “Amritatwa (immortality) is 
never Shasbwata (eternal)” - and thereby it amounts to these 
disputants, saying that there does not exist any Moksha at all ! 

(Objection) : In that case, in your Siddhanta also how can 
it be accepted that by means of Upasana Amritatwa accrues ? In 
the Sruti also it has been stated that - “By means of Upasana 
Amritatwa is attained ; from there one does not return” (Chh.) ; 
“To this region of human beings he does not again come back” 

- (Chh.) ; “To them there is nothing like coming back” - (Bri.) 

- in this manner in very clear terms, purporting to signify that 

- “Immutable Immortality (Nishchala Amritatwa) alone is attained 
by Upasana” - is it not so ? If it amounts to saying that the 
Amritatwa that is attained by means of Upasana is mere Kritaka 
only, not only in the opponents’ doctrine but also in everyone’s 
doctrines, it will amount to saying that for Upasana an immutable 
immortality cannot possibly be attained at all ! Then in that 
event, does it not amount to our saying, nay accepting, that the 
Sruti itself which propounds that - ‘By Upasana Amritatwa can 
be attained’ - is Apramana (invalid) ? 

Another doubt : If it is said that the Amritatwa that is 
attained by means of Sadhana is Kritaka and hence it is not the 
real Moksha - then how at all can even the Amritatwa that 
accrues from Jnana be Swabhavika (of an essential nature) ? The 
word ‘Swabhavika’ means ‘one’s eternally existing Swarupa or 
essential nature’ only ; how can it be ‘ Prapya ’ (that which can 
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be acquired afresh) ? That Amritatwa which appears as if it is 
Aprapta (not acquired) due to Avidya can be acquired by Vidya, 
is it not so ? - Thus you (an opponent) may ask. In this theory 
it amounts to saying - “Avidya gets destroyed ; Vidya is attained 
(afresh) - and as a result of this Moksha accrues.” Even in that 
event, it amounts to saying that - “By means of a Nimitta (cause) 
alone the Mokshaprapti (attainment of Liberation) accrues”, is it 
not so ? Are you not saying that anything that is acquired due 
to a cause is Kritaka (artificially produced) alone ? 

(Solution) : The ‘Brahmaprapti’ that is attained by Upasana 
is the attainment of Brahmaloka (the world of Brahma, the first- 

f 

bom, Lord of Creation). For the Sruti sentences which say : 
“From there he does not return to Samsara” - the real meaning 
is : “As long as the Brahmaloka exists he does not return” - 

r 

alone. Because the Sruti states that - “This human being does not 
attain Avarta (a state of coming back)” - it amounts to saying 
(i.e. it implies) that - “There exists another Manava Avartaprapti 
(attainment of a return to human birth)” - alone. “Here there is 
no Punaravritti” - this sentence also has the same meaning ; for 
this kind of sentences we have to interpret them to mean - 
“These people (i.e. the Upasakas) return to this Samsara at 
Kalpantara (another Kalpa or duration of world, another creation). 
“In that case, the fruit amounts to being Kritaka only, is it not 
so ? Can such a thing be called ‘Amrita’ (devoid of destruc¬ 
tion) ?” - in this manner one should not doubt. For, in that 
context the word ‘Amritatwa’ is used by ‘ Gounavritti’ (in a 

secondary sense). In the Purana sentence - 

fir (Vishnu Purana 2-8-97), meaning - “Until all the Bhutas 
(primordial elements get dissolved, the Sthana (place) which is 
Shashwata (eternal) is also called ‘Amritatwa’ alone” - thus it is 
mentioned. Therefore, because the teaching that the Amritatwa 
which is the fruit of Upasana stipulated as an injunction (Vidhi) 
in the ‘Upasana Prakarana’ (chapter devoted to meditations) 
becomes Rritaka is acceptable to us, it does not amount to your 
pointing out any defect whatsoever there. Whereas, there are 
some Upasanas mentioned in the Jnana Prakarana itself ; for 
them the implicit meaning is : After the seeker goes to Brahmaloka, 
there in that region itself he gets Jnanaprapti and attains the 
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Amritatwa in the predominant sense (Mukhyartha) alone. In the 
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad it is stated that Yajnavalkya has 
questioned King Janaka in the manner : ‘What is the fruit of 
these Upasanas that you are performing ? By means of these 
Upasanas which Tattwa (Reality) are you reaching ?” While 
explaining the real purport implied in this sentence, Shri Sureswa- 
racharya has written (in his Bri. Vartika) : 

- (Bri. Va. 4-2-13) - meaning - “For all Upasanas stipulated in 
the Brahmajnana Prakarana ‘Kramamukti’ alone is the Suit ; 
therefore, here Yajnavalkya has questioned in the manner : ‘As 
a fruit of these Upasanas where are you going ?’ - ”. 

Now, a Samadhana to the doubt - “Even to Jnana how 
can the Amritatwa in the predominant sense be the fruit ? By 
the cause of - ‘Avidyanivritti’ and ‘Vidyaprapti’ you are saying 
that Mukti accrues, is it not so ?” - has remained to be given. 
Here we have not at all accepted that the extraordinary events 
like - ‘Avidya really exists in the beginning ; Vidya then is bom 
and removes that’ - are really events taking place in time. In fact, 
we have accepted Vidya and Avidya only from the Avidya- 
vyavahara Drishti (the viewpoint of the empirical transactions 
being carried on due to Avidya or ignorance) alone. 

(Doubt) : In that case, you have at least accepted ‘Avidya 
Drishti’, is it not so ? Then is it not your opinion that - 
‘One who has Avidya invariably accepts the events of Vidya- 
Avidya’ - ? 

(Solution) : This is not proper. For, even the statement that 

- ‘I have Avidya’ - also is verily Avidyavyavahara ; in the 

Sruti : - (Bri. 4-3-2) - it is implied that both the 

transactions of Jnana and Karma are false appearances alone. 
If it is asked - “Is there no transaction of the type - ‘I do not 
know anything’ - ?” - in answer we say : Because Anubhava 
(Intuitive Experience) by means of which a person cognizes the 
import of the sentence - ‘I do not know anything’ - that very 
Anubhava alone is the real essential nature of Atman, to say that 
-‘Atman is the support for Avidya’ - is also not proper ; that 
which is the Vishaya (object) to a particular person’s Anubhava 

- how at all can that Vishaya taint or cling on to Atman who 
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is the Vishayi (subject) and Anubhavaswarupa (of the very es- 

m 

sence of Intuitive Experience of Pure Consciousness) ? It being 
so, in the teaching of the Ajatabrahmavadin (i.e. Vedantin) be¬ 
cause Amritatwa is verily the essential nature of Pure Being- 
Consciousness of the Jijhasu (the seeker), it is not possible at all 
to prove by any method of reasoning that It (i.e. Amritatwa) is 
Kritaka. 

7. AJATIVADA ALONE IS ACCEPTABLE TO THE 
SRUTI AND NOT JATABRAHMAVADA 

PlRW jRbJl* ^ ll^ll 

Meaning : “Whether Srishti (creation) is real or unreal 
- Sruti is equal to both. Therefore, that which is certain and 
reasonable - that alone can be the meaning or purport of the 
Sruti and not anything else.” 

IS THE LITERAL MEANING OF THE SRISHTI SRUTI 
SUITABLE (AGREEABLE) TO AJATIVADA ? 

(Objection) : In the doctrine of those proponents who say 
that Ajatabrahman (unborn or birthless Brahman) alone is 

r 

Paramartha how at all can the Sruti which describes Srishti 

• • 

(creation) be a valid means ? The statement that - “Brahman is 
Aja (birthless) i.e. an Entity which is not bom ; even so, It by 
Itself assuming another form gets created” - is a self-contradic¬ 
tory one, is it not so ? It being so, it amounts to saying that 
Ajativada is not in consonance with Sruti, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : For the Srishti Srutis there is no prime purport 
in describing creation at all ; in order to preach or expound 
Atmaikatwa the Srutis use this methodology of creation as a 
pedagogic device - thus previously itself (3-15) we have men¬ 
tioned. 

(Question) : In that case, why is it that here again the topic 

of Srishti has been raised ? 

• • 

(Answer) : This verse undertakes here to deliberate upon 
and explain as to how the literal meaning of the Sruti which 
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describes Srishti is agreeable to Ajatavada. Therefore, there is no 
defect of repetition. 

Here in this context the opinion of the Jatabrahmavadin 
is : 'tftjjf:) - meaning : “From that Atman the empty 

space was bom” ; - meaning, “That created Tejas 

(fire)” - etc. - in this manner the words in these Srutis are 
signifying a real event of birth - or an action of creation actually 
taking place ; but they are not saying that Brahman exists as It 

f 

is only ; therefore, our doctrine alone is agreeable to the Sruti. 

r 

But this is not proper. For, the literal meaning of the Smti 
agrees with both the doctrines of Jatabrahmavada and 
Ajatabrahmavada indeed. To wit, the action of creation is equally 
applicable to both - the real Srishti and the false Srishti. For 
instance, Sriman Narayana, the Vishwarupadhara (the Lord, who 

has assumed the form of the entire universe) has stated : , ' l TFTT ffaT 

*T*TT TJRIT - (Moksha Dharma 339-45) - meaning : 

“Oh Narada, this My form which you are seeing is one created 
through Maya (magical power, illusive power)”. Even for a false 
birth as in the statement - “In a dream from a pole a demon was 
bom and came out” - this expression of creation being used is 
in vogue indeed. In the Smti neither a sentence like - “Akasha 
was really bom” nor like - “That Sadbrahman really created 
Tejas” - is used with a special stress on the expression ‘really’, 

is it not so ? Therefore, there is no scope whatsoever to stub- 

/ 

bomly assert in the manner - “The Srishti Smti propounds a 

Paramartha Srishti alone.” 

• • 

(Jatabrahmavadin) : Words have two meanings, called 
‘Gouna’ (in a secondary sense) and ‘Mukhya’ (in a predominant 
sense) ; between these, first the Mukhyartha alone should be 
adopted ; without a proper reason the Gounartha should not be 
accepted. Is it not so ? 

(Siddhantin) : Not so. The word ‘Srishti’ itself means - 
‘the Srishti or creation that ensues from the Avidyadrishti.’ We 
call ‘Swapnasrishti’ and ‘Mayasrishti’ etc. as ‘Gouna’ ; the cre¬ 
ation of the five elements like Akasha etc., of phenomena like 
mountain, ocean, creatures, human beings, deities etc. we call 
‘Mukhya’. But whether it is Gouna or Mukhya, any Srishti for 
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that matter - just as an earthen pot and the pot-space - are created 

- due to Avidya only, creation ensues ; and to say that 
‘Paramarthically’ (meaning, in the Absolute sense, really) creation 
takes place - there is no Pramana whatsoever available for us. 

For that reason alone, the Sruti is proclaiming : ‘tmt 

fayi'-mPt’i ^ - (Shwetashwatara 4-10) - meaning : “Prakriti 

is verily Maya (magical, illusory power), Maheshwara Himself is 
Mayavin (the magician).” If we observe from the Paramartha 
Drishti the statement that - ‘Apart from Paramatman no substance 
whatsoever is created’ - can possibly be established to be true. 
Atman is devoid of birth ; to say that His Swa&Mva (essential 
nature of Pure, Absolute Being-Consciousness) changes, there is 
no Pramana (valid means of proof) whatsoever. Therefore, it 
evolves that all creation is verily Avidyaka (a projection of 
ignorance). For this reason alone, we have previously (3-25) 
stated that - “The Sruti which describes Srishti is merely a clever 
device to signify Atmaikatwa which is Paramartha (the Absolute 
Reality).” 

It being so, although the literal meaning of the Sruti is 
equally applicable and agreeable to real Srishti and Aparamartha 
(false) Srishti, that meaning in which the Sruti has its prime 
purport of teaching as also which fully agrees with Yukti (reason) 

r 

- we should perforce accept it as the ‘Srutyartha’ and to stub¬ 
bornly assert that - ‘The Mukhyartha should agree” and to shun 
both the Srutis’ Tatparya (prime purport of teaching) and a 
strong, formidable (inviolable) Yukti is not at all justifiable or 
rational. 

EVEN AFTER DETERMINING THE SRUTYARTHA IS THERE 

A NEED FOR YUKTI ? 

It was stated at the beginning of this Chapter that - “Yukti 
has been mentioned here in order to indicate that the meaning 
of the Sruti is in accordance with valid means.” But now in the 
present context it appears as though it is hinted that even after 
the meaning of the Srtiti is determined, there is a need for 
demonstrating the support of Yukti. It has to be deliberated upon 
as to what extent this is correct. 

A solution for this doubt is : The philosophical teaching 
(Siddhanta) is : “By deliberating upon the meaning of the 
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Sruti sentences and then deciding alone one can attain 
Brahmatma Vijnana (the Intuitive Knowledge that Brahman 
and Atman are one and the same Ultimate Reality) and not 
by any other means or in any other manner too. It has been 
taught in the previous Chapters that - “When (the Jiva) wakes 
up from beginningless Maya (illusory) sleep he cognizes the 
Advaitatattwa” - (1-16) ; “Just as one comes to cognize that the 
rope alone is Paramartha (really real), to determine that Atman 
alone is Paramartha is the Paramarthajnana” - (2-18). When a 
doubt of the type - “This is opposed to the valid means of 
Pratyaksha etc., is it not so ?” - was raised, it was decided on 
the strength of Karikas like - “This Dvaita is merely Maya (an 
illusion)” - (1-17) ; “The truth that - this universe is like Maya 
(magic), Gandharvanagara (a celestial city in mid-air) is (false) 
- is found in Vedantas (the Upanishads)” - (2-31) - that the 
teaching - “In the Vedantas it has been propounded that Dvaita 
is false” - was determined. When the doubt of the type - “In 
that case, if the Vedantartha is that Dvaita is false alone, then 
how can the sentences which describe the birth of the Jivas by 
mentioning illustrations of clay and metal, as also the sentences 
which describe the birth of the Jivas’ Karyakarana be reconciled 
?” - was raised, we provided a Samadhana by saying that all 
those sentences we have to interpret in a different manner - (3- 
13, 3-10, 3-14, 15, 16). Our own tenet of - “Advaita alone is 
Paramartha” - was justified with the support of Sruti Pramana (3- 
11, 12, 13-18) and it was further depicted that Jatabrahmavada 
was opposed to Yukti. 

But here how can it be determined that Ajativada alone is 

f f 

approved by the Srutis ? There are also Sruti sentences of the 
type - “From Brahman the empty space (Akasha) was bom” - 
etc. is it not so ? How to determine that the meaning of the Sruti 

sentence like - ^ - meaning - “He alone is Atman, 

He alone should be cognized” is :- “One should cognize 
Advaitatman alone who is Nityajhanarupa (eternally of the essen¬ 
tial nature of Intuitive Knowledge or Pure Consciousness) and 
Nityajaswarupa (eternally of the essential nature, devoid of birth) 
alone” - ? When there exists a Sruti which expounds the birth 
of Akasha etc. from Atman, how at all can the meaning of - 
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‘Atman is Nitya and Prapanchopashama (in whom the world of 
duality has become extinct or has subsided totally) alone’ - itself 
can be accepted ? We should not. Therefore, why can’t we 
imagine that - “Although Brahman is Aja (devoid of birth), 
because It is endowed with many powers It is bom in forms like 
Akasha etc.” - ? There are many Srutis which state that - 
“Brahman gets transformed in Karyampa (forms of effect)” - 
while the Srutis mention that - “Brahman is Aja” - are a few 
in number only. Therefore, in accordance with Srutis like - 

‘o<;khM (Tai. 2-7) (It created Itself by Itself) and as 

decided in the Brahmasutra - - (Vedanta Sutra 

1-4-36) - meaning : “Brahman which is Aja also gets trans¬ 
formed” - it is proper for us to assume thus alone. Hence, it 
appears to be quite proper to imagine that - “Brahman gets 
transformed both in the forms of Jivas and in the form of the 
Jagat (world of duality)” - This is the doctrine of the 
Jatabrahmavadin. 

For this the counter-stratagem of Shri Gaudapadacharya 
is : “That which is Nishchita (absolutely certain) as also Yukti- 

yukta (fully in consonance with logic or reason) - that alone can 

/ 

possibly be the Sruti meaning.” The real purport behind this 
statement is : That meaning of the Sruti sentence in which the 

f 

Sruti has its Tatparya (prime purport) that alone has to be 
decided to be the real meaning of the Sruti, but without proper 
deliberation it is not possible to determine any particular inter- 

f 

pretation as the real Srutyartha. First of all, Tatparyalingas or the 
stipulated requisites or symbols of determining the Tatparya of a 
text - called ‘ Upakrama ’ (the promise made in the preamble) and 
‘ Upasamhara ’ (conclusion deduced at the end of the exposition) 
have to be examined and then the meaning of the sentence has 
to be determined. In the present context, the question that - 

9 

“Whether the Sruti’s purport is to propound that Brahman is Aja 
alone or is it to indicate that Brahman gets transformed into 
various forms of Jagat, Jivas etc. ?” - has to be deliberated upon 
and a proper answer to it is to be determined. To say that the 

f 

Sruti has its prime purport in teaching both is not tenable ; for, 
in that event it amounts to saying that - “Brahman is of the 
essential nature of being bom” - as also, at the same time, that 


Advaita Prakarana 


291 


- “Brahman is not of the essential nature of being bom”- it 
becomes evidently self-contradictory. To say - “In that case, let 

r 

us assume or reckon any one of these two to be the Sruti’s 
purport” - also, it is not possible ; for, in the case of Karma 
(action), we can imagine, assume in the manner : “This can be 
done in this way ; or it can be done in that other way also.” 
But it is never possible to imagine or infer that - “The Vastustithi 
(a ground reality) may be like this ; or it may be like that also.” 
Here in the present context - when once the Srutis which teach 
that Brahman is Aja signify their real implicit purport, there does 
not arise any Akanksha (aspiration or hankering after) whatsoever 
about anything ; but Srishtisrutis are not like this at all. The 
Srutis have undertaken the task of teaching exclusively the 
Brahmaswarupa in the manner - “That from which these ele¬ 
ments, creatures are bom . That Entity you cognize ; That 

alone is Brahman” (Tai. 3-1) ; so as not to entertain any aspi- 
ration whatsoever, the Srutis have not stated merely - “The 
elements and creatures are bom from Brahman” - and have 
stopped abruptly. We can possibly assume the Srishti that the 
Sruti sentences mention to be either Paramartha Srishti (the ab¬ 
solutely or really real) or Mayika Srishti (magical, illusory cre¬ 
ation) ; from that kind of assumptions there is no danger what¬ 
soever posed to the literal meaning of the sentence. Therefore, 
we should interpret the Sruti sentence which pertains to the 
occurrence of creation in such a manner that it fully agrees with 

f 

the meaning of ‘Ajatwa’ that is determined to be the Srutyartha. 
In the same way, because the Vedanta Sutra is there to determine 
exclusively the Srutyartha we have to determine the final purport 
of the word ‘ Parinama ’ (transformation) that exists in the Sutra 
to mean ‘Mayika Parinama ’ (illusory transformation) alone so as 

r 

to be in consonance with the Sruti. 

Thus even after the real purport of the Sruti is deter¬ 
mined, in order to further establish the veracity of that 
decision in the manner - “That alone is the subtle (implicit) 
meaning of the Sruti" - it becomes quite necessary to follow 
or adopt Yukti (Intuitive reasoning). For, the fruit of Brahma 
Jhana has to be in consonance with Intuitive Experience 
(Anubhava) ; like the Karma Phala it is not something which 
accrues in due course of time after death. Therefore, the real 
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purport of the Sruti should necessarily be determined by 
Tatparyalingas like Upakrama and Upasamhara, as stated before 
; thereupon that purport or meaning that was determined should 
invariably be tested for obtaining a steadfast, unshakeable con¬ 
viction by means of suitable Intuitive reasonings or methodolo¬ 
gies (described in various Srutis) in the manner - “Is this deter¬ 
mined purport in consonance with Anubhava (Intuitive Experi¬ 
ence) or not ?” Thus determination (Nishchaya) and Yukti (In¬ 
tuitive reasoning) - from both these that Srutyartha which evolves 

- that alone is the real Srutyartha. This is the intended meaning, 
purport behind the Karika. 

It being so, when the meaning of the Sruti is not deter¬ 
mined alone, Yukti becomes invariably a necessity. Those people 

/ r 

to whom merely by means of Sruti Vakya Sravana (listening to 
the scriptural sentences) the truth that - “Atmatattwa is birthless” 

- is not decidedly, convincingly cognized, such of them should 
utilize Srouta Yuktis (Intuitive reasoning or methodologies inbuilt 
or mentioned in the Srutis themselves) of the type - “The 
Mayajanma ; Jagrat and Swapna being equal as expounded in the 

f 

Srutis” - etc. as also other Loukikayuktis (empirical, workaday 
reasonings or logical arguments) which are fully in consonance 
with them, and then only the real purport of the Sruti teaching 
will have to be determined or dicided. But even then it should 
not be assumed or wrongly understood that Anumana (inference), 
Upamana (illustration), Artbapatti (inferential conclusion) etc. which 
the hardcore logicians have accepted calling it by the name 
‘Tarka’ has to be acknowledged. The student of Vedantic spiri¬ 
tual science should invariably interpret all terms like ‘Tarka’, 
‘Upapatti’, ‘Yukti’ - to mean ‘ Srouta Yuktf (scriptural. Intuitive 
reasoning) in consonance with Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) 
only. 

8. BRAHMAN WHICH IS AJA, ADVAYA AND 
AMRITA IS ITSELF THE SRUTYARTHA 

%¥ Hl^fd •qiHNifVsl I 

TFTOT■'STRrt ||?*ll 

Meaning : “Because of the facts that : (a) “(Here) there 
is no Nanatwa (manifoldness)” - thus there is a Sruti ; 
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(b) “Indra by virtue of His Mayas (magical powers) - (appears 
as many” - thus the Sruti states ; (c) further it says - “Though 
birthless He is bom in many ways” - (this alone is the 
Srutyartha). ” 

FOR THE SRUTI MAYASRISHTI ALONE IS ITS 

INTENDED PURPORT 

To the question : “What is the valid evidence to say that 

in the Sruti, Ajadvaya Tattwa alone is determined ?” - the 

* 

answer is : If it were true that actually, in reality, creation had 
taken place, then since Nanatwa (manifoldness) becomes real 

f 

alone the Sastra which teaches that - “There is no Nanatwa” - 
would not have been valid or tenable ; but, the Sruti is stressing 
in the manner : “Here there is not even the least bit of 
manifoldness” - (Bri. 4-4-1). Therefore, the creation that was 
imagined in order to teach Atmaikatwa amounts to be Aparamartha 
(not really real) indeed. Therefore, we are induced to determine 
that this too was - just like the Pranasamvada etc. - a well- 

r 

imagined device alone and the Srishti Sruti has no intended 
purport of signifying that actually Srishti occurred at all. In 

support of this conclusion is the Sruti statement : jwt 

(Bri. 2-5-19) - meaning : “Indra by virtue of His Mayas 
(magical powers) appears as many forms” - which has utilized 
the word ‘ Mays’ (illusory, magical power) which signifies, con¬ 
notes that it is Aparamartha (not absolutely real). 

Here in this context the opponent may raise an objection : 
In the Vedas the word ‘Maya’ is used as indicating ‘ Jnana ’ 
(Knowledge). In Yaska’s * Nirukta ’ (3-9) (text on Lexicon) among 
the eleven names given for Jnana this word ‘Maya’ also is to be 
found. It being so, how can it be concluded that the word ‘Maya’ 
means ‘ Aparamartha’’ (not really real) ? For this objection, the 
solution is : The word ‘Maya’ found in this context, though 
it means ‘Jnana’ alone - the author has utilized it to signify 
Indriya Jnana (sensory knowledge) which is Avidyakalpita 
(projected, conjured up due to Avidya) alone. Although 
Pratyagatman (the innermost Self) is one and one only, as also 
Prajnanaghana (the very embodiment of Pure Consciousness like 
a lump of salt being salty all .over), the consciousness (awareness) 
that is engendered by means of the senses shows or depicts Him 
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to be'like : (i) the external phenomena ; (ii) insentient or gross ; 
(iii) endowed with all kinds of distinctions like Shabda (sound), 
Sparsha (touch) etc. ; (iv) many Jivas who are having different 
conglomerations of body, senses etc. brought about by Nama 
(names) and Rupa (forms) ; therefore, these distinct awarenesses 
which are Avidyamaya (of the essence of ignorance) are called 
by the epithet of ‘Maya’ (illusion) ; that is all, and Prajna 
(Consciousness or Awareness), which is verily Atmaswarupa (the 
essential nature of the Self as Pure Being-Consciousness), is not 
at all called ‘Maya’. Because of the facts that : (a) the really real 
(i.e. the Absolute, Transcendental, totally beyond the empirical) 
Prajna (Pure Consciousness) - though being one and one only - 
is signified here in the plural sense by the usage of the word - 

‘Mayas’ ; (b) in the next part of the sentence : ‘'JtET HFT 

- (Bri. 2-5-19) - these Prajnas are called ‘horses’ and are 

stated to be Ananta (endless) - and so, for the expression - “by 
means of Mayas” it becomes certain that the real meaning 
here is : “by means of Indriya Prajnas (sensory awarenesses 
or perceptions) which are of the Avidyarupa (of the nature, 
form of ignorance)” - alone. 

Thus although this Atman appears to have become many 
endowed with forms of the phenomena projected by the sensory 
perceptions, there is no harm or danger whatsoever posed to His 
Ajadvaya Swarupa (essential nature of birthlessness and non¬ 
duality). In order to specify this aspect the Sruti clearly states : 

U3I ■ (Bri. 2-5-19), meaning : “He alone are 

those Prajnas called ‘horses’ ; this Brahman is devoid of a cause, 
devoid of an effect ; not having an interior nor an exterior ; this 
Atman alone is the Brahman which is cognizing everyone by 
means of Anubhava (Intuitive Experience, i.e. Pure Conscious¬ 
ness).” 

Further, there is a Sruti sentence : ‘3RPPIR1 - 

(Tai. Aranyaka 3-13), meaning - “Being birthless alone, He is 
being bom in many ways” - is it not so ? In this context too 
the fact that - ‘Janma, which is to become many, is to be 
discerned as due to Maya only’ - is being indicated in the Karika 
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- 'WH ' 5 TT^ 3 *T:’, meaning - “By virtue of Maya alone He is 

bom” - by a significant word - ‘Tu’. In one and the same 
substance both the events, occurrences like - not being bom and 
being bom in many ways or forms - cannot take place simul¬ 
taneously in the real sense (Paramartha). If it is asserted in that 
manner - then it is akin to saying - “Fire is hot, at the same 
time it is cold also” - and thereby it amounts to the Sruti stating 
something the meaning of which is contradictory to its own 
earlier statement. In that event, the Sruti will be rendered invalid 
indeed ! 

Thus apart from the two reasons of - (i) Dvaita being 
refuted, negated ; (ii) stressing the truth that - “Atman is Aja 

f 

alone” - since the Sruti mentions a Phala (a benefit, fruit) only 
to one who has cognized the Ekatwa (identity of Brahman-Atman 
as also their being non-dual) - it has to be concluded that this 
alone is correct and certain. Previously too (3-15) it has already 
been stated that Srishtijfiana (the knowledge about creation) is a 
subtle device (adopted by the Sastra) to teach Atmaikatwa (non¬ 
duality of the Self). In this regard the Sruti mentioning a Phalasruti 

(statement of benefit or fruit) in the manner - 

- (Isa. 6), meaning - “To one who has cognized 
Ekatwa (non-duality) where is any scope for grief or attach- 
ment” ; as also the Sruti which condemns Bhedajnana (knowl¬ 
edge of distinction) like - ^ ^ ^ 1 ^ Wlfif’ - 

(Katha 2-1-10), meaning - “One who sees that there exists 
distinction here, he gets death after death” - should be remem¬ 
bered. 


UfclfTOrl I 

f 

Meaning : “Because the Sruti is condemning the Upasana 
of (meditation on) Sambhuti, it amounts to negating birth. By 
the sentence - “Who will create him once again” - it amounts 
to negating any cause.” 

In the Sruti : ‘3P*f cPT: I cRTl % tPTt 

T3I: II* - (Isa Madh. 9) - in this manner the meditation 
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on Sambhuti (a deity) is condemned. From this it can be dis¬ 
cerned that ‘Sambhava’ - getting bom - itself is condemned. 

Here an objection : This is a discussion about the purport 
of scriptural sentence found in the Madhyandina recension of 
Ishavasya Upanishad. Therein it has been criticised in the manner 
- “Those who meditate upon Sambhuti (a deity) go to a greater 
Andhamtamas (pitch darkness) than the one to which those who 
meditate on Asambhuti go to”. But there the criticism has not 
been made merely for criticism’s sake. How is that ? To ex¬ 
plain : Later on (Isa. 11) it is stated : ^ faiHM 

TO l ffcRRft rffalf ii’ - meaning - “One who 

discerns both Sambhuti and Vicasha (Karma - action) in tandem 
and practises - he will conquer or cross over Mrityv (death) by 
means of Vinasha (Karma) and by means of Sambhuti attains 
Amritatwa (immortality).” From this it becomes certain that this 
Sruti has the main purport of signifying the truth that a seeker 
should combine, blend both these, viz. Sambhuti and Vinasha and 
practise, as a result of which a superior fruit which is of Amritarupa 
(nature of immortality) alone will accrue. Here ‘Sambhuti’ means 
‘ Devatopasana' (meditation on a deity) and ‘Vinasha’ means 
Karma (action, ritual) ; those who practise these can never attain 
Andhamtamas (pitch darkness, greater hell) ; if it is maintained 

r 

that the Sruti’s ultimate purport is only to condemn (merely for 

r 

it’s sake), then the Sruti will become Apramana (invalid) alone. 

r 

In the same way, in this Sruti too later on with a view to 
teaching the Samuchhaya (blending, mixing) of Vidya (medita¬ 
tion) and Avidya (Karma, rituals) each of them are found to have 
been criticised or condemned when performed singly. No one 
who is a Vivekin can ever accept the statement that - “Those 
people who practise Vidya (Self-Knowledge) will attain 
Andhamtamas” - is it not so ? It being so, in both these contexts 
it will be reasonable to adopt the Mimamsa Nyaya (axiomatic 
truth propounded, adopted by adepts in etymological science) : 
“The criticism has no real purport in criticising that which is 
being criticised, but to eulogise that teaching which has to be 
praised (as beneficial for the student or seeker)”. In any case, 
here there is no room or occasion whatsoever for criticising 
Sambhava (being bom) ; it being so, with the support of this 
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Sruti how 1 at all is it possible to champion your imagination that 

- “Nothing is bom” - ? 

A solution for this is : True ; as you say, here with a view 
to teaching that both ‘Sambliuti’ and ‘Vinasha’ have to be com¬ 
bined and practised together the Sruti.has undertaken to expound 
in this manner. Even so, the real intended purport of the sentence 

- “By means of Vinasha (Karma) he crosses Mrityu (death)” - 
is : By practising or performing Sastraic Kaunas (rituals, rites) 
the practitioner crosses the ‘Mrityu’ which is of the nature of 
Loukikajnana (empirical knowledge) and from that what accrues 
as Loukikapravritti (mundane behaviour). Similarly, by means of 
the Samuchhaya (blending, mixing) tvf Sambhuti and Vinasha - 
meaning, combining Devatopasana and Karma if one carries on 
his spiritual practices, the seeker will, as a result, acquire a 
Samskara (a refinement of the mind) and eventually he will attain 
the fruit of crossing over or conquering the Mrityu of the nature 
of ‘ Sadhyasadhanaishana’ (a desire for performing those spiritual 
Sadhanas which yield a Sadhya or probable result) so that 
Karmaphalamga (attachment towards the fruit of the ritual or rite) 
manifests itself. In fact, this alone is taught by the Mantra part 
of ‘By means of Avidya he crosses Mrityu’. 

Here one doubt may raise its head : If it is true that 
‘Avidya’ means ‘Samuchhaya’ (blending) of ‘Sambhutf (Devata 
Upasana) and ‘ Vinasha ’ (Karma), then it amounts to saying that 
it (this Samuchhaya) is really Avidya alone ; for, both Karma and 
Upasana are existing or functioning in the Avidyakshetra (region 
of ignorance) alone, and this is verily the Siddhanta (spiritual 
teaching). How at all is it possible to practise Samuchhaya by 
blending such Avidya with Vidya ? When Adhyatmavidya (Self- 
Knowledge), which is like light, dawns Samuchhaya, which is 
like darkness, cannot at all co-exist, is it not so ? For this doubt 
a Samadhana (consolatory explanation) 1 is : As stated so far, by 

1. Although this discussion about the objection and its solution is not to 
be easily understood by every one, for the sake of those who wish to learn the 
quintessence of the teachings of the Bhashyas this topic is explained here. The 
real purport of the sentence here is decided in accordance with the Madhyandina 
recension of the Isavasya Upanishad. According to that text - with regard to the 
Sruti sentence - “One who cognizes together both Vidya and Avidya” - the 
absolutely real (Paramartha) Vidya and Avidya alone should be accepted. In the 
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the Samuchhaya of Devata Upasana and Karma - one who 
crosses over Mrityu of the type of Putra (son), Vitta (wealth) and 
Karma (ritual, rites) - ( Eshana or desire which is of the form of 
Sadhana or spiritual practice, Eshana of Sadhya or the effect of 
fmits of Manushya Loka or human world, Pitru Loka or world 
of manes and Deva Loka or world of deities - both these types 
of Eshanas) r to him alone, by dint of the spiritual instruction 
of the Upanishads, Vidya (Self-Knowledge) will necessarily ac¬ 
crue. For this reason, the Mantra portion of - “One who cognizes 
together both Avidya and Vidya” - with this kind of meaning as 
its purport signifies it. “Together” here means not ‘at one and 
the same time’ at all ; it really means ‘in one and the same 
person’ - alone. It being so, although for the sentence - “Those 
who meditate upon Sambhuti go to a higher Andhamtamas (re¬ 
gion of pitch darkness or hell)” the fact that it is Arthavada (a 
doctrine of secondary importance or by way of an eulogy) alone 
is decided for reasons like - (a) it is a remaining aspect of 
Samuchhaya Vidhana (stipulations pertaining to blending of the 
two), as also (b) the fruit of Sambhutyupasana has been men¬ 
tioned - since the criticism of Sambhuti that is found here is mere 
Arthavada, should we accept for this sentence only Gounartha 
(i.e. a secondary meaning) ? Or because of the facts that - (i) 
in the sentence - “By means of Sambhuti he attains Amrita 
(immortality)” - the Absolute, real immortality is not at all 
signified ; (ii) the sentence - “By means of Vidya he attains 
Amritatwa” - signifies Mukhyamritatwa (the really real Immor¬ 
tality) by way of its prime purport - should we accept here the 
tenet that the Sambhuti, which yields the fruit of Amritatwa 
projected by Avidya, is really criticised ? When such a doubt 
arises, it is reasonable to assume invariably that this Sambhuti 
that belongs to the Avidya region itself is really criticised. There- 

sentence - “Seeing a tiger in the dream, there existed a sword in the hand of the 
woken-up person” - just as the dream tiger is not a real tiger at all from the 
waking viewpoint, similarly the ‘ Sambhava ’ (birth, Janma) that accrues from 
the Avidya viewpoint is never the real one from the Paramartha Dfishti. There- 

A f 

fore, that is negated, sublated by Vidya Drishti in the Sruti ; to assume in this 
manner there is no defect 4 whatsoever. From this Avidya Drishti - meaning - 
from the Vyavahara Drishti - it does not amount to saying by this that the 
Devata (deity) has not been bom. 
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fore, here in this context to say that Sambhava (birth) is refuted, 
negated there is no defect whatsoever. 

SRUTI IS NEGATING THE CAUSE FOR JANMA 

In the same way, the Sruti : ^ ^ 

- (Bri. 3, 9-28-7), meaning - “Who is it that makes him bom 
again ?” - thus negates a cause which makes Atman to be bom. 
After concluding the topic of Maya, it is not possible to really 
make Jiva, created by means of Maya, to be bom once again, 
is it not so ? Similarly, the phenomenon of Manushya (human 
being) appearing as a Manushya is Avidya Kalpana (imagination 
or misconception projected by ignorance); once that Avidya dis¬ 
appears, the Jiva is verily Paramatman who is of Nityamukta- 
swabhava (of the essential nature of eternally liberated one). Then 
who is there to make him once again to be bom ? Even in the 
beginning he was really not bom as a Manushya at all, is it 
not so ? The snake that was seen in a rope due to Bhranti 
(delusion) was, even during the time of the Bhranti, was not bom 
at all ; it being so, after the conviction of the type - “This is 
a rope only” - is bom, who can possibly make that snake be bom 

P 

‘once again’ ? In the same way, because the Sruti has raised an 
objection of the type - “Even after determining the truth that the 
Manushya - who is, by virtue of his very essential nature verily 
Advitiyatman devoid of birth - realizing in the manner - ‘I am 
verily Aja-Advitiyatman’ - by means of Intuitive Knowledge, 
who can ever possibly make him come back once again as 
Manushya having birth and death ?” - it amounts to saying that 
the Sruti stresses the teaching that there is no cause whatsoever 

P 

for birth. Here the real purport of the Smti teaching is : For a 
thing, which is bom due to Avidya and then which has disap¬ 
peared due to Vidya,' there is no cause whatsoever which can 
make it to be bom again. 

Here there is a point which is to be deliberated upon. In 
the present context the circumstance in which the Brihadaranyaka 
sentence has appeared is as follows : 

TRrtfir II «fRT ^ ll - (Bri. 3-9-28-6, 7). 

Here this is a question which was put by Yajnavalkya to 
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Brahmins who were in the gathering or conference. It means : 
“If a tree along with its root is wrenched off, pulled out, it 
cannot once again be bom. If one who is mortal is pulled off 
by Death (Mrityu) how can he once again from which root be 
bom ? Anyone may raise a question here : ‘He has already been 
bom ; hence there is no need of his being bom, is it not so ?’ 
But, “Who is it that can cause his b'irth ‘once again’ ?” - this 
is the question raised by Yajnavalkya. In the Bhashya the real 
import of the question is described in the manner : “There has 
to be necessarily a root cause for the Jagat as also for Man to 
be bom over and over again, is it not so ? Which is that root 
cause ?” It being so, here (in this context) from where can a 
Pratishedha (negation) come up ? - This doubt may rise in the 
mind of anybody. 

For this the solution is : This part of the sentence can be 
assumed to be an objection. We can also imagine an interpreta¬ 
tion of this sentence in the manner : “That one called ‘Manushya’ 
is, in the Paramartha (Absolute, Transcendental) sense, verily 
Paramatman. When the Sruti has rooted out this Martyatwa 
(mortality) itself of the Martya (mortal being, i.e. Manushya) by 
signifying this (eternal) truth, once again how at all can he sprout 
out and from which root ? - such an objection itself Yajnavalkya 
has formulated as a question and has successfully befuddled his 
opponents” - Here the opinion is : Just as a tree which is 
wrenched off along with its roots cannot possibly be bom again, 
in the same way the Martyatwa that is totally rooted out by 
means of Vidya, how at all can it be recreated and from which 
root ? Such a root is not to be found at all, is it not ? The real 
purport behind this sentence - realizing it as an objection - is : 
“Man appearing as Martya (a mortal) is due to Avidya ; when 
once the root called ‘Avidya’ is wrenched off by means of 
Vidya, how at all can there remain an event of his being bom 
or dying ?” This very opinion is expressed by the Sruti sentence 
coming in due course in this same Upanishad as follows : “Then 
the Martya becomes Amrita ; here itself he enters into Brahman” 

- (Bri. 4-4-7). 

Now, the purport behind the present part of the sentence 

viz. is : “Being born alone, He remains unborn” 

- meaning - ‘At the very moment when He appears to have been 
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bom, really He is of the Aj a-Advaya-S warupa’ ’ Such a one - 
who can ever make or cause him to be bom ? At the very 
moment when it is known that He is bom, in reality (actually), 
it mounts to His not being bom - i.e. after Avidya is completely 
sublated, falsified - where is the question of stressing that He is 
not bom ‘once again’ ? Then, there does not exist any cause 
whatsoever which can bring about His birth ‘once again’, is it 
not so ? - This is the real intented meaning or opinion of the 
author of that sentence, viz Yajnavalkya. 

In any case, the real intended purport in the mind of the 
person who put the question thus : “After Mrityu (death) roots 
out the Martyatwa (mortality) of the Martya (mortal, human 
being), once again from which cause does he get bom ?” - is : 
“Without knowing the fact that - ‘Man is not really of the 
essential nature of being bom’ - the Brahmins will get deluded 
to think that (Yajnavalkya) has asked in answer to this question 
a cause for Man taking birth and then will endeavour to find one, 
believing that there must be some particular cause. Then it will 
amount to my getting complete success in this discussion” - Thus 
it was Yajnavalkya’s opinion. 

Anyhow, thus an objection of the type - “Who is it that 
causes him to be bom once again” - was raised and the truth 
that - “There is no cause whatsoever for birth” - has been fully 
established in the Sruti. This, in fact, is the real purport behind 
the Karika. 

Meaning : “All that was stated in the beginning in the 
manner - ‘That this one is (Atman) called ‘Nefi Neti’ (Not 
this, not that)’ - is sublated because of the fact that it is 
Agrahya (incomprehensible) ; then Ajatattwa (the birthless 
Reality) shines by Itself.” 

SINCE THE SPIRITUAL INSTRUCTION IS MADE BY NEGATING 
ALL SPECIAL FEATURES ALONE, AJATMAN ALONE IS THE 

MEANING OF THE SRUTI 

To decide that the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) that the Sruti 
intends to teach is Ajadvaya Atman alone, there is yet another 
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reason indeed. That is : By negating all special features in the 

manner - ‘9TORT %fcT ^ftf’ - (Bri. 2-3-6), meaning - “Therefore 

now we state the spiritual teaching or instruction about Brahman 
- ‘Not this, not that’.” What the Sruti has taught - viz. that to 
cognize ‘Atman’ it is very difficult ; keeping this fact in view, 
the Sruti undertakes to instruct that Reality over and over again 
adopting various pedagogic devices ; thus whatever teachings it 
has instructed through those devices - all of them the Sruti later 
sublates, negates. From this extraordinary methodology all those 
phenomena which may be categorised as ‘being bom’ and which 
become objects for the intellect (Buddhi) - all those things which 

are Grahya (comprehended by the intellect) are rendered thereby 

/ 

to have been negated. To wit : In the Sruti sentence - “Murta 
(with form) and Amurta (without form) are the only two forms 
of Brahman” - (Bri. 2-3-1) - for the word ‘Satyam’ the object 
that is signified by it is the ‘ Panchabhutas’ (the five primordial 
elements of Akasha, Vayu, Agni or Tejas, Ap and Prithivi) and 
these are divided into two categories of ‘Murta’ and ‘Amurta’ ; 
thereby from the two Drishtis (viewpoints) of Adhidaiva (the 
celestial aspect or part of the waking world), Adhyatma (the 
corporeal aspect or part of it which is the subjective aspect of 
ourselves within the body) also the essence of these Murta and 
Amurta are indicated ; thereafter calling the ‘Amurtarasa’ (of the 
essence of formless phenomenon) as ‘Purusha’ and teach that 
these Vishesharupas (special forms) are having forms of latent 
impressions like the colour of yellow etc. ; then Brahman, which 
is described as ‘Real of the real’ - in order to signify Its essential 

nature, the Sruti has stated : 'awrat ^ jldWlfcft 

- (Bri. 2-3-6). Here by means of two negations of 
the type - “Neti, NetF - (Not this, not that) - all special features 
or characteristics are negated ; the real purport behind this state¬ 
ment is to help the mind of the Jijnasu (the seeker) to get fully 
stabilised, established in Brahman alone which is devoid of any 
mundane dealings of verbal communication, involving phenomena 
like Dravya (substance), Guna (quality) etc. - and which is verily 
a uniform mass of Chaitanya (Pure Consciousness). Even after 
instructing in this manner the Sruti - fully aware of the fact that 
all Jijnasus cannot possibly discern the Swarupa (essential nature 
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of Pure Being-Consciousness of Atman) which is devoid of any 
kind of special features whatsoever and is very subtle - in order 
that they may be helped to concentrate their mind on such a 
sublime Reality, adopts repeatedly various pedagogic devices and 
teaches It through various methodologies. To wit : (i) Because 
the five primordial elements like Prithivi, Ap, Tejas, Vayu and 

Akasha are each one subtler than the previous one in that order 

/ 

mentioned here, the Sruti indicates that the previous element is 
woven as the warp and woof in the next higher (subtler) ele¬ 
ment ; then it teaches that in Brahman which is innermost to all 
else the subtlest element of Akasha (empty space) is woven as 

the warp and woof; that very Brahman is called “Akshara”. The 
* _ _ 

Sruti states : “That Akshara (Tattwa) is not Sthula (gross), not 
Anu (subtle) ; is not short, not long” etc. - (Bri. 3-8-8) - and 
removes all special features. Thereafter, (ii) by means of a system 
cf Sahkocha (the contraction) and Vikasa (expansion) of the 
Niyantavyadevatas (controlling deities) that very Brahman is once 

again signified ; later on too the Sruti states : ^ 

(Bri. 3-9-26), meaning - “That this is Atman called 'Neti, Neti ’ 
(Not this, not that).” By this, what was earlier (in the beginning) 
mentioned as a device as in the manner - ‘Prithivi etc. are 
existing as the warp and the woof in It’, as also ‘The deities are 
the controlling authorities’ - all such superimpositions are ren¬ 
dered to have been sublated. Thereafter, once again, (iii) in the 
dialogue between King Janaka and Yajnavalkya, on the pretext 
of teaching the Atmarupas (forms of selves) of the type of 
Vaishwanara, Taijasa etc., since it is signified that the Nirvishesha 
Brahman alone is what the Sruti describes as - “That this Atman 
alone is this Atman called ‘Neti, Neti’ (Bri. 4-2-4) - ” all the 
forms, of Vaishwanara, Taijasa Atmans which the Sruti had in¬ 
dicated by way of a device also stand sublated. Further, once 
more, (iv) after explaining the truths that Jiva who is full of 
desires is suffering in Samsara, and that one who has become 
Atmakama (desirous of the Self) by means of a Sadhana (spiri¬ 
tual practice) of giving up, renouncing all Eshanas (desires) 
attains Moksha (Beatitude, Liberation) - then the Sruti drives 
home the truth, teaching that when that Nirvisheshatman the 
seeker determines as his own Self (Atman) he attains Moksha - 
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that very Nirvisheshatman the Sruti signifies as - “That this 
Atman alone is the Atman called ,‘Neti, Neti’ - ” - (Bri. 4-4-22) 
only. By virtue of this teaching all the previous devices taught 
earlier stand sublated. (v) Once more in Maitreyi Brahmana 
because by means of illustrations like the sound of a drum etc. 
using the methodology of Samanya-Visheshabhava (categories of 
genus and particular) as a subtle device, that very Nirvishesha 
Brahman is pointed out as - “That this Atman alone is the Atman 
indicated as ‘Not this, not that’ - ”. (Bri. 4-5-15), it amounts to 
the device of Samanyavisheshabhava, etc., mentioned earlier are 
sublated, rescinded. 

THE REASON FOR THE $RUTI TO HAVE NEGATED 
WHAT IT HAD SIGNIFIED OR TAUGHT EARLIER 

The answer to the question (that may arise now) that 
“Thus what it has taught - all that the Sruti negates ; what is 
the reason for this ?” - is : Because the subject-matter which it 
has undertaken to teach is ‘ Agrahya ’ (incomprehensible to the 
intellect or mind) - unable to discern the truth that - ‘An Upaya 
(device) is mentioned with the exclusive purport of pointing out 
the ‘ Upeya’ (the subtle object meant to be pointed out)’ - with 
the fear that the seekers may reckon that all the phenomena like 
Murta and Amurta forms, Prithivi etc. are spread out as warp and 
woof etc. just like the Nirvisheshatman - the Sruti starts re¬ 
scinding, negating all the special features it had deliberately 
superimposed on the Nirvisheshatman by way of a subtle 
device. If a question of the type - “Brahman is Agrahya ; 
therefore, one should not mix up or associate phenomena like 
Murta, Amurta etc. with Brahman and then cognize It - with this 
purport alone as its motive the Sruti is negating all that it had 
mentioned earlier. Now how can this fact be reckoned ?” - is 
raised, then the answer is provided by the Sruti itself in the 

manner : ^ fir - (Bri. 3-9-26 ; 4-2-4 ; 4-4-22 ; 4-5- 

15). Thus everywhere the Sruti instructs about Atman in this 
manner alone. The implicit teaching in this methodology is : 
Atman who has been taught as ‘Not this, not that’ in Madhu 
Kanda - that very Atman alone is being signified in this alter¬ 
native, different device. Merely on this count, it should not be 
reckoned that here the Upaya also should necessarily be grasped, 
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discerned just like Atman, who is the Upeya alone ; that is not 
the purport at all. For, this Atman does not have any adjuncts 
(Upadhis) whatsoever ; He is Agrahya (not one that can ever be 
comprehended by the mind) ; it is not possible to directly 
comprehend Him by means of any Upaya whatsoever. It is 
proper indeed to adopt certain devices at certain places ; but that 
is projected or conjured up by Avidya ; a mere misconception 
indeed. Only by sublating, negating that misconception the Swarupa 
of Atman has perforce to be cognized (Intuited). To this extent 
that plays the role merely of an Upaya (subtle device) ; but the 
ultimate purport here too is not to associate or mix it with 
Atmaswarupa which is the goal of the device (Upeya) and then 
cognize Him. For this reason only, it is being taught by the Sruti 
in the manner - “This one is that Atman called ‘Neti, Neti’ (Not 
this, not that).” Hence, because first that phenomenon which is 
objectified by the intellect (Buddhi) as something bom is being 
taught by means of (or employing) an Upaya (subtle device) and 
later all those phenomena are rescinded, negated in the manner 
- “Not this, not that” - it is implicit that - “One who cognizes 
the truth that - ‘What is signified through Upaya has the Tatparya 
(ultimate purport, goal) of teaching the Upeya (objective to be 
known cognized by means of the device) alone ; but Atman, who 
is the Upeya especially, is one who exists everywhere in one and 
the same form’ - to such a- person Atmatattwa, which is Aja 
(unborn) internally and externally, reveals Itself by Itself.” 

THROUGH THE UPAYA OF A FALSE APPEARANCE ALSO A 

REAL ENTITY CAN BE COGNIZED 

(Question) : How is it possible to cognize Nirvisheshatman 
who is real through a device which is false ? 

(Answer) : To wit, for the purpose of knowing the Upeya 
(object to be known, inferred through the device) alone the 
Upaya is needed, but there is no compelling need or pre¬ 
requisite at all that the Upaya should necessarily be a really 
existing entity. Because before the dawn of Jnana (Knowledge) 
the Upaya is a Vyavaharikasatya (empirically a real entity) that 
may serve as a device indeed. Just as for the knowledge of 
numerals the written lines on paper which are imagined to rep¬ 
resent the numerals, as also for the knowledge of the alphabets 
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like A, B etc. aids or accessories like paper, like written lines 
etc., are serving as devices only - similarly here also it should 
be understood. Apart from this, except for the negation of the 
special features which are conjured up by Avidya no trans¬ 
action of using any other Pramana is needed at all for the 
purpose of cognizing (Intuiting) Atman who is Nirvishesha ; 
for, Atman is Svayamsiddba (self-established). Therefore, any 
Upaya it may be, it has to be utilized here only for the purpose 
of relinquishing and sublating the special feature which has been 
superimposed ( Adhyaropita Vishesha ) and not for directly signi¬ 
fying Atman as such and such. When it is said that a particular 
Upaya is an Upaya for Atmajnana, it means that the phenomenon 
which is supposed to be a Vikalpa (misconception) in Atman is 
an object which is invariably to be rescinded alone ; just as a 
rope-snake etc. being a Vikalpa is said to be an Upaya for the 
purpose of cognizing (the reality of) the rope, in the same way 
here too it should be suitably discerned (to wit, the prime 
purport of using any deliberate superimposition of a quality 
or special feature that the Sastra adopts as a doorway, so to 
speak, is to guide the seeker to trace back its final cause of 
the. Self which happens to be the innermost Pure Being- 
Consciousness of the seeker and is self-established and self- 
effulgent). To cognize Atman means as soon as the Vikalpa is 
sublated what manifests by Itself and not what appears as a result 
or effect of any Pramana Vyapara (dealing or usage of any valid 
means). For, there is no need whatsoever of cognizing through 
any Pramana Atman who is Swayamprakasha (self-effulgent) 
; besides, these Pramanas etc. are being misconceived in that 
Atman alone and are appearing with His help only. 

This truth has been indicated in the Brihadaranyaka VSrtika 

(of Shri Sureshwaracharya) as : 'WTOWJT ^ WTO ^ ^ I 

TTOcl II* - (Bn. Va. 2-4-2, 134), meaning - 

“Pramana (valid means of knowledge), Apramana (invalid means), 
anything appearing as Prameya (object for the valid means) - in 
all these forms Cbaitanyakara (an apparent form of Pure. Con¬ 
sciousness) alone is appearing indeed.” Further it is stated : 

‘TOOTPi ^ TOI*TOW$4 ^ I W ^ IP - (Bri. 

Va. 2-1-552), meaning - “Pramana, Apramana, appearing like a 
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Prameya - all these phenomena which are helping us to attain the 
cognition of that Entity as It is - how at all can a doubt arise 
that such an Entity does not exist ?” 

EXAMINATION OF THE DOCTRINE THAT PARAMATMAN 
IS AN OBJECT FOR PADAVAKYAS (WORDS AND 

SENTENCES TOO) 

Here Mandanamishra, the author of ‘Brahmasiddhi’, and 
some others are saying as follows : “Because Brahman is the 
object for all percepts or concepts, It cannot be said to be 
Aprasiddha (unfamiliar). For, apart from It there does not exist 
any other Jneyavastu (known entity) at all. Therefore, it cannot 
be said that Brahman is not the meaning of the Pada or word. 
Sastra indicates Prapanchabhava (non-existence of the world), is 
it not so ? There, the Padartha (the substance, entity) is that 
which is known to us, Abhava (its non-existence) also is a known 
object only ; if both these aspects are joined together the cog¬ 
nition of the Prapanchabhava ensues, accrues. Despite this, Brah- 

* 

man is said to be Sastraikavedya (that which is known exclu¬ 
sively by means of the scriptures) ; for, the fact that there does 
not exist any difference or distinction (Bheda) whatsoever is to 

r 

be known from the Sastra alone and this is the reason” - this 
is one doctrine. Further, another doctrine is as follows : “In a 
far-off island there exist various queer birds of such and such 
names ; some of them have legs of emerald, some with beaks 
of ruby, some others with wings of gold and silver - thus suppose 
there is a sentence ; in this sentence there is reference to a genus 
of birds as also its relationship with extraordinary manifold fea¬ 
tures which are already familiar to us and are cognized by us by 
means of several other valid means ; since these heterogeneous 
features being together is not known through any other Pramana 
except this sentence and hence, just as those queer birds’ exist¬ 
ence is known exclusively by this sentence alone, in the same 
way the Karanasamanya (genus of cause) or Sattasamanya (genus 
of existence, being) known through another relevant Pramana 
may become an object of knowledge (Prameya) for a sentence ; 

f 

for example, in the Sruti sentence - “From which these elements 
(Bhtitas) are bom” - (Tai. 3-1) - by interaction (Samsarga) among 
different objects, as also in the sentence : “It is not gross, nor 
subtle” - (Bri. 3-8-8) by distinction, difference (Bheda), because 
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it is not an object for another Pramana but having special, 
extraordinary features it may become an object for a sentence. 
For. all sentences in general are capable of signifying any special 
feature which has not been cognized by our mind so far.” 

Thus there are two schools of philosophy which champion 
the cause of the tenet that - ‘Brahman is the object for a sentence 
(Vakyartba ).' But these are not the proper tenets at all ; for, these 

are opposed to the Srutis like : 

(Chh. 6-2-1) ; ^ I 3TOM TRST W’ - (Tai. 2-6) etc. 

Because Brahman alone exists and there is nothing else sec¬ 
ond to It, it is not possible to describe It which is devoid of 
any special features. For, none of the grounds or causes for 
any Pravritti (conduct, activity) like Jati (genera), Dravya 
(substance), Guna (quality), Sambandha (relationship) etc. does 
exist in It at all. Because in It neither Avidya nor its effects 
exist whatsoever, there is no scope whatsoever for either 
difference (Bheda) from or interaction with (Samsarga) an¬ 
other thing which is appearing due to Avidya only. Hence It 
(i.e. Brahman) cannot possibly become an object for any' 
word or sentence whatsoever. Because Brahman is Advitiya 
(non-dual) alone, it is not possible at all to imagine or conjecture 
any of the three differences (Bheda) in It, viz. Sajatiyabheda 
(difference in its own species), Vijatiyabheda (difference of be¬ 
longing to other species), Svagatabheda (difference inherent within 
the thing Itself) and thereby It cannot be imagined either to be 
a Karana (cause) or Satsamanya (genus of existence). For this 
reason alone in the Brihadaranyaka Vartika it is stated : 

* - (Bri. 

Va. 1-4-1408), meaning - “Because in Atman there does not 
exist any particular thing’s Bheda or Samsarga, Atman can¬ 
not possibly become the meaning (object) for any word or 
any sentence.” Therefore, the Vartikakara (i.e. Shri Sureshwara- 
charya) has stated that - “Atman cognizes Himself by Himself 
by means Anubhava (Intuitive Experience or Pure Conscious¬ 
ness) 

H&f I II 1^1 flfHT 
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3T ^5*TT «i»iW II clWSicHpl II 

^*i«‘hwi4W<iHmni ffR, i 3 R i<ftq p w i Tngrgtefrren n* - (Bri. 

Va. 4-3-1806, 1807, 1808, 1809) ; I 

II' - (Bri. Va. 4-3-1851). The purport 
implicit in these verses is : Because neither Avidya nor its 
effects (viz. Mithyapratyaya and Samshaya) do not exist in 
Him, Atman is Advaita (non-dual). If there is no Avidya, 
there cannot possibly exist any Dvaitabuddhi (awareness of 
duality), is it not so ? That phenomenon which is split up, 
divided into two parts is itself Dvaita (duality) ; absence of 
it alone is Advaita. Existing in two, three or many kinds is 
Dvaita ; because this does not exist in Atman, Pratyagatman 
(innermost Self) is verily Advaitaswarupa (of the essential 
nature of non-duality). Thus discarding (or showing such 
indifference to) the Sruti which has undertaken the task of 
negating, refuting Bheda and Samsarga and further, alas, 
these people are interpreting it in a different (distorted) 
manner ; what a great phenomenon this Avidya ! Because 
the categories of Samanya (genus), Visbesha (particulars) do 
not exist at all, It (i.e. Brahman) has not been associated with 
anything whatsoever, nor anything has been left out of It ; 
such an Entity (Vastu) is called ‘Brahman’. 

Some others have opined : The Buddhi (sense of awareness) 
of the form or shape of Atman (Atmakara) that is engendered by 

the Sruti Vakya of otq*iRi* - (That thou art) is capable of 
burning the Atmajnana (ignorance about or of Atman, the Self 
as Pure Being-Consciousness) ; but the cognition that accrues 

from the Sruti sentence of %fcT* (Not this, not that) is capable 
6f bringing about complete dissolution of distinction superim¬ 
posed on (Brahman or Atman), but it does not ‘know’ how to 
become Atmakara (form or shape of Self). Let it be any Vastu 
(entity), unless the knowledge of its conceptual form or shape 
ensues, the Ajnana (ignorance) pertaining to the entity cannot 
disappear or be got rid of ; for instance, the ‘snake’ that is 
brought about due to the Ajnana of the rope - without the Jnana 
that kindles or illumines the rope merely by the negative knowl¬ 
edge (Nishedhajnana) of the type - “This is not a snake” - it will 
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not disappear, is it not so ? Therefore, only through the exami¬ 
nation of the words of ‘Tat’ and ‘Twam’ that are to be found 
in sentences of Vidhirupa (form of injunctions) like “Tattwamasi” 
- alone, the statement of the type - “Neti, Neti” - may be capable 
of yielding the fruit of Moksha (Beatitude) indeed, but directly 
the Jnana that can yield Moksha cannot accrue from it ; or, in 
tire alternative, by the strength or capability of the Jnana that 
accrues from the Vidhivakya the Nishedhavakya may just repeat 
or reiterate the Badha (sublation, falsification) of Dvaita (duality) 
that has by itself disappeared ; that is all. In our workaday 
transactions too we get an experience of the type - “This is a 
rope only, not a snake” - and this is quite familiar too, is it not 
so ? 

This opinion is not proper. For, even if by any particular 
sentence we attempt to signify Atman, the function of using the 
sentence has perforce to culminate in negating the Upaya (logical 
device) adopted for indicating Atman. In places where the 
Nishedhavakyas (sentences used for negation) have been found, 
as a remaining part of those sentences, nowhere in any 
Upanishad - whichever it may be - once again a Vidbirupavakya 
(a sentence of the nature of an injunction) is to be found. In 
fact, in all the Upanishads, without exception, it is seen that 
a common path of signifying Atmaswarupa by means- of 
sublating all special features conjured up by Avidya is being 
followed. First and foremost, the objection itself which these 
disputants have raised, viz. “The Nishedhavakya cannot possibly 
give rise to Atmajnana” - is not proper ; for, since Atman is 
Swayawsiddha (self-established) there is no need at all for 
signifying Him ; with regard to the illustration of the rope, we 
may even accept the statement that merely by means of a 
Nishedhavakya (negating sentence) its real essential nature may 
not possibly be signified ; for, the rope is a Prameya (an object 
of a valid means of knowledge) ; it is not Swaprakashaka (self- 
effulgent). But in order to signify Atmajyoti (the Light of Self, 
of the essence of Pure Being-Consciousness and self-effulgent, 
self-illumining) why should there be any need and of which 
Jnana ? If we go deeper into the matter, even in the illustration 
of the rope, though the rope lies in front and is appearing, the 


Advaita Prakarana 


311 


real, correct cognition of the rope has not accrued, and for this 
their (i.e., the viewers’) Bhranti (delusion) of the nature of 
misconception alone is responsible, is it not so ? Therefore, it is 
not proper to assert that even after sublating Anyathajnana 
(misconception), in order to signify a Vastu (entity, object) 
which lies in front there is a necessity of Jnana (knowledge) 
arising out of Vidhi (injunction). How at all can there remain 
anything to be done other than removing the Bhranti that 
exists pertaining to It in the matter of depicting Brahmavastu 
which happens to be verily our Atman alone ? Even with 
regard to the Veda Vakya - “That alone are you” - in this same 
manner we should reckon the Vakyapramanya (validity of the 

r 

scriptural sentence), and this tenet is accepted by Shri Sankara, 
as evident from his statement in Upadeshasahasri, poetry 18-4) : 

ftfaBTrf I t WfiWlfe a aurt : ll’ 

- In this text it is very clearly mentioned that - “In Atman who 
is Swatahsiddha those Anatmadharma (qualities or special fea¬ 
tures that belong to the not-Self) which are misconceived - by 
negating or sublating those (adventitious features) alone the 
Vedantavakya which is Vidhirupa (of the distinctive form of an 
injunction) is a Pramana (valid means of knowledge).” 

To conclude finally, what we have to discern here is this 
much only : (a) There is no dispute in regard to the fact that 
the Nishedhavakyas do negate all special features that are mis¬ 
conceived or imagined in Atma Vastu ; (b) it is also possible to 
interpret that the Sruti Vakyas describing Srishti actually (have 
the prime purport of) teaching ‘ Mayasrishtf (illusory, magical 
creation). The Sruti is proclaiming in the manner : “Atman by 
virtue of Mayas (His magical powers) is appearing in manifold 
forms” ; (c) in addition to this, the Sruti stridently negates Utpatti 
(coming into being, birth) and Nanatwa (manifoldness, duality, 
diversity) ; (d) whatever devices the Sruti acknowledges and 
adopts in order to signify, teach Atmaswarupa (essential nature 
of the Self as Pure Being-Consciousness) in the beginning - 
ail those features are at the end negated, sublated by it ; now 
this methodology, called ‘ Adhyaropa-Apavada’ (Superimposi¬ 
tion-Rescission), is invariably to be found in all the Upanishads. 
From all these reasons, we have perforce to decide, determine 
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that the Sruti exclusively undertakes the task of teaching Ajadvaya 
Paramartha Tattwa devoid of any special characteristic whatso¬ 
ever. For this reason alone we have to interpret Srishtisthitivakya 
as : ‘The whole gamut of Srishti Srutis teach, exclusively and 
invariably, Mayika Srishti (magical, illusory creation) - which has 
not really occurred at all.’ 

THERE IS NO CONTRADICTION BETWEEN AJATIVADA 
AI^P ACCEPTANCE OF SATKARYAVADA 

^ fir RFFH *PT "3^ 1 I 

^ II Wl 

Meaning : “To Sat (that Entity, really existing) by virtue 
of Maya a Janma (birth) becomes proper ; but to say really 
it has Janma - it cannot be proper. In that doctrine of one in 
which It really is bom, it amounts to saying that which is bom 
will again be bom.” 

FOR THE SADVASTV (REAL ENTITY) JANMA (BIRTH) 

IS BY VIRTUE OF MAYA 

On the strength of several Srutis so far it has been deter¬ 
mined that - (i) in all ways Atmatattwa is devoid of birth ; (ii) 
apart from It there does not exist any second thing or phenom¬ 
enon whatsoever ; (iii) to such an Aja-Advaita-Tattwa of Atman 
birth is possible only by virtue of Maya and not in reality as an 
actual event. Now once again by means of Yukti also that 
teaching alone will be decided. 

Here for the word ‘Sataha' used in the Karika we have to 
interpret it taking Panchami Vibhakti (the ablative case) and then 
the meaning of the sentence will be - Janma takes place from 
or is caused by Sadvastu alone ; if we assume ShashthI Vibhakti 
(the genitive case) for that word, the meaning of the sentence will 
be that to the Sadvastu Itself Janma occurs. Because both these 
meanings are suitable in the present context, both of them will 
be explained in some detail. In the Absolute, Paramarthika sense 
nothing is bom ; Atman is Aja (birthless) - this alone is the 
‘Ajativada’ that is acceptable to Vedanta. In our empirical, 
workaday world whatever thing is appearing to be bom - all 
those things are invariably appearing to be bom on the basis or 
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support of an existing thing alone, and not that from an open, 
empty space it is possible for anything to be bom. The fact that 

- “For any object that is to be bom there should necessarily be 
a particular real cause” - is accepted by all common people as 
well as logicians. But only ‘ Shunyavadms’ (followers of Buddhis¬ 
tic theory of non-existence) have acknowledged the Ajativada of 
the type - “Anything being bom is itself not there (existing) ; 
from anything, whatsoever it may be, nothing whatsoever is 
bom.” Hence, their doctrine has to be refuted here. In the 
previous verse it has been stated that - “Since Atnudattwa is 
A.grahya (incomprehensible) - meaning It cannot be discerned by 

f 

any valid means of knowledge (i.e. It is Aprameya), - the Sruti 
is negating all kinds of means or devices as ‘Not this, not that’, 
is it not so ? There a doubt arises : When the teaching that - 
‘Tattwa is ever Agrahya’ - is itself true, why cannot we say that 
It does not at all exist ? But this doubt is not proper. For, every 
body is seeing that in our workaday world Padarthas (things, 
substances) are being bom. Those substances which appear as 
if they are born may not really exist in their true form ; but 
merely on that count it cannot be said or concluded that they 
do not have any cause at all. Let us assume that a magician 
demonstrates as if he has' made an elephant, a horse, a cart to 
come into being afresh. Merely on that score can it be said that 
none of those objects exists, in any form whatsoever ? At least, 
it has to be accepted that the magician exists really. He makes 
himself appear in all these forms of magical substances. That is 
all. In the same way, in order that this Maya called i Jagaf 
(world of diversity) to appear as if it is born, it is reasonable 
to believe that that world also - seeking the support of 
Paramatman alone who, like the magician, without revealing 
Himself, is hiding and who is the Absolute Reality - is ap¬ 
pearing. For the illusory or magical effect that the magician has 
created by means of his magical power has to have perforce a 
real Sadvastu as its support, substrate! For this teaching there is 

the support of the Sruti : - (Chh.) 

- meaning, “Oh dear, this Jagat (world of duality) was in the 
beginning existing as one Sat alone without anything second to 
It” - which is affirming that ‘From Sadvastu alone this world of 
duality is caused* ; in any case, thus one of the meanings is : 


314 


The Essential Gaudapada 


When this Jagat is being caused from Sadrupa Tattwa alone, 
it iS created by virtue of Maya alone and not in reality. 

If we assume the meaning of the Shashti Vibhakti (the 
genitive case) for the word ‘Sataha’, then the interpretation of 
this sentence will be : When the Sadvastu (real entity) like a rope 
etc. gets (apparent) births of the forms of a snake, a streak of 
water etc., those births are caused by Maya (illusion, magic) 
alone and not in reality. The rope really does not become a snake 
; merely it appears in the form of a snake. That is all. In the 
same way, although Atman is not to be comprehended, grasped 
tin.'iigh any sense or instrument of knowledge (experience), because 
Ninishesha Atman is Niravayava (without parts or limbs, 
components) He appears by virtue of Maya - just like the 
rope appears like a snake, in the same way - as the form of 
the Jagat ; but He is not born really. This is the second 
meaning. 

This alone is the Vedantic ‘Satkaryavada’, which means 

- “That which appears keeping an existing entity as its support 
or substrate” ; or, in the alternative, “The existing entity itself 
by illusion (Maya) appears as a false - i.e. in another apparent 

- form .” The Sankhyans too have accepted ‘Satkaryavada’ ; but 
in their doctrine it is propounded that a phenomenon called 
‘Pradhana’, which is a Trigunatmaka Prakriti (primordial matter 
endowed with three Gunas, called Sattwa, Rajas and Tamas) 
really existing, really gets transformed, converted into categories 
like Mahat, Ahankara etc. ; but they do not at all say that Karya 
(the effect) of Jagat (world of duality) of the forms of Mahat, 
Ahankara etc. is a false appearance. Thus in Advaita Vedanta 
a distinct ‘Mayasatkaryavada’ has been acknowledged ; in 
fact, that Vastu (entity), which really exists, itself appearing as 
if it has assumed another form is Mayasatkaryavada. This theory 
has been previously, in the Agama Prakarana also, mentioned 

as : < TPT^: faPuraq:* (1-6) - meaning, “Existing in 

the beginning only, all the existing entities (Bhavas) get Utpatti 
(creation, birth).” Whatever effect it may be, existing in the 
beginning in the form of Prajna alone it comes into being - thus 
it has been propounded ; and in the next Karika (1-7) also it has 

been stated : - meaning, “Some 
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others have imagined that Srishii or creation is equal to Svapna 
(dream) and Maya (illusion).” Thus it is affirmed that the cre¬ 
ation of the world of duality is Mayika (illusory) alone. 

THE MISCONCEIVED THEORY OF VYAKHYANA VEDANTA 
(PHILOSOPHY PROPOUNDED BY POST-& ANKARA 

COMMENTATORS) 

Here in this context we should necessarily remember a 
salient point, which we cannot afford to forget : ‘Mayasatkarya- 
vada’ means merely - “It is not Paramarthasatkaryavada (i.e. 
Satkaryavada in the Absolute sense)” ; but it does not at all mean 
that the Mithyarupa Jagat (the apparent form of the world of 
diversity, duality) is actually, really bom or created (as an event 
in time and space). Some present-day Advaita Vedantins have 
defined this word ‘Mayasatkarya’ to mean that this Srishti is 
verily a ‘Mithyasrishti’ which is a ‘kind of creation’ ; although 
for the sentences like - “From the rope alone the snake is bom 
due to Maya” ; “The rope itself by virtue of Maya has become 
the snake” - the intended meaning is that : ‘All of us miscon¬ 
ceive or wrongly conceive (believe) the rope itself to be the 
snake (i.e. mistaking one for the other)’ - these disputants have 
imagined that in the rope an apparent snake (Pratibhasika 
sarpa) really comes into being by virtue of the material cause 
(Upadana Karana) called ‘Avidya’ - just as a pot is born out 
of clay ! It is very clear that this queer doctrinaire theory has 
rendered even the empirically established illustration as a highly 
controversial topic ! For, in our workaday world no one does 
really believe that - “At the time of the delusion a particular kind 
of snake is really bom and as soon as the Bhranti (delusion) is 
falsified, sublated the snake too dies and disappears from sight.” 
Even (delusion) the disputants who are not Advaitins will never 
at all accept this theory ; there is no gainsaying this truth, is it 
not so ? 

Let it be. These ‘Brahmaparinainavadins* may question in 
the manner : “Accepting the Mayasatkaryax ;ula. just like the 
rope-snake, the Jagat appears in Brahman due to Maya - mean¬ 
ing, Brahman Itself appears in the apparent form of the world” 
- this is the Vedanta Siddhanta ; without acknowledging this 
teaching, why can’t we imagine, conceive that the Jagat is really 
bom alone ? 
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Prior to Gaudapadacharya some Advaitavadins had accepted 
the theory that - “Brahftian gets really transformed ( Parinama ) 
into the Jagat.” Now their tenet is being shown to be wrong in 
the second half verse of this Karika by Yukti (reasoning). In the 
doctrine of those who opine that Brahman gets transformed, it 
amounts to their assuming that - “It is not of ‘Ajaswabhava’ (of 
the essential nature of birthlessness) ; is not Nirvikara (devoid of 
mutations).” That means, it amounts to their giving up the 
Upanishadic teaching of - “Brahman is eternally existing as It 
is ; in It there was no change that occurred, in the past nor there 
will be any change occurring in the future” - and thereby it will 
amount to their saying that Brahman is of an essential nature 
which invariably keeps on changing. Then it amounts to their 
doctrine giving full scope for the logical defect called ‘Anavastba 
Dosha’ (defect of not being able to reach a finality) in the 
manner : Brahman is die effect (Karya) of a particular cause 
(Karana) which existed prior to It ; that cause also was the effect 
of another prior cause existing ; that again becomes the effect of 
yet another cause - ad infinitum. Therefore, this Brahmaparinama 
vada is not proper ; the purport behind the Karika is : “Brahman 
is Aja (i.e. birthless) ; being Nirvikara (immutable) It is 
appearing to our Avidya Drishti (viewpoint of ignorance) as 
of the form of the world of duality, diversity also (at the same 
time). Thus all disputants have to perforce accept. 

ssral civ# 1 

*R*TPp?r 1 TWIT^TSfr||^|| 

Meaning : “Asat (that which is itself not existent) get¬ 
ting bom either due to Maya or in reality is not tenable. A 
barren woman’s son cannot possibly be bom either really or 
by means of Maya, is it not so ?” 

REFUTATION OF ASATKARYAVADA 

The truth that - “ Asatkaryavada (the theory that a thing is 
bom from an unreal or false phenomenon) is not proper, tenable” 
- has been, it amounts to saying, established by our acknowledg¬ 
ing Satkaryavada itself ; even so, believing it, to be reasonable, 
to stridently refute die Asatkaryavada, now it is being undertaken 
to prove that that theory is not tenabie. 
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'Asat 9 means that another phenomenon or entity which is 
of the essential nature that is opposed to Satpadartha (a real 
existing entity) - thus opine Naiyyayikas (followers of one of the 
famous six Darshanas or schools of philosophy of India). Vaishe - 
shikans (followers of another school of philosophy), Sahkhyans 
say that the world of duality has come into being from Paxamanu 
(atoms), Pradhana (primordial matter respectively. Vedantins do 
not acknowledge any kind of Satkaryavada other than or apart 
from Mayasatkaryavada - to wit, an theory which teaches that 
from any other Vastu (entity) which i> not Brahman the Jagat has 
come into being - 66 Such a Satkaryavada is opposed to Sruti and 
Yukti” - this truth was stated in the previous Karika. Now this 
Karika has undertaken the task of refuting the Buddhists’ 
Asatkaryavada - which propounds that the Jagat is born 
from a cause which is ‘Abhavarupa* (of the nature of non¬ 
existence). “Asat means 'Sarvabhava 9 (non-existence of every¬ 
thing) ; before the world was bom (came into being) Asat alone 
- meaning Sarvabhava alone - existed ; from that alone the Jagat 
came into being” - this theory is not proper ; for, to assert that 
such an Asatpadailha (unreal or false thing) existed before cre¬ 
ation there is no Pramana (valid means of evidence) whatsoever. 
The theory that - “Asatpadartha really or by virtue of Maya 
has been born as the world of duality which is Sadrupa (of 
the nature of a real entity)” - is beyond all logical reasoning. 
There cannot possibly exist any difference, distinction whatsoever 
between a barren woman’s son and that ‘Asat’. No one can ever 
accept the statement that a barren woman’s son is bom as another 
entity either in reality or by Maya, is it not so ? 

WHOSE CONCEPT IS THIS ASATKARYAVADA ? 

(Objection) : To say that Buddhists are Asatkaryavadins is 
not tenable. For, Vijnanavadins (the Buddhistic Idealists) say that 
Vijnana (intellectual consciousness, awareness) alone appears as 
the external objects ; that doctrine especially cannot possibly be 
Asatkarya, is it not so ? Now, Shunyavadins also are to be 
accepted by all as not Asatkaryavadins. For, they condemn 
Satkaryavada and in the same way, they condemn Asatkaryavada 
also. For instance, in ‘Nagarjuna’s Madhyamikakarika’ there is 

the following verse : ^ TO wrctstfw tjsjcI | 3ftRT: UrW: 
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I ^ wiitnl PiqrfU ’TOT I ^TO fa'M'h) 

^ftl f? ’p’TrT II - (Ma. Ka. 1-6, 7), meaning - “To an existing 
entity there is no need of a cause ; if it does not exist, for which 
thing is the cause needed ? To the existing entity what can the 
cause do ? Because none of Sat, Asat or Sadasat can possibly 
be bom ; to say that there should invariably be a cause for its 
birth, how can it be tenable ?” Thus in a very clear manner when 
the Buddhists have refuted the Asatkaryavada, is it proper to 
thrust this Asatkaryavada on their head ? 

(Solution) : Not so. For, since they have refuted all Vikalpas 
(concepts) like Sat, Asat etc. alone, it amounts to their accepting 
Asatkarya only in a different form. 

(Objection) : Merely on the count that they have refuted, 
rejected saying - “This is not so” - does it not amount to saying 
that they have not accepted any doctrine whatsoever ? 

(Solution) : True. Even so, because of the facts that they 
have not accepted the Vyavaharika Janma (empirical birth), as 
also they have totally rejected Utpatti (coming into being, cre¬ 
ation) itself, there is no escape for them from self-contradiction. 

(Question) : Because they are accepting the fact that the 
phenomenon of Vyavahara is mere Samvriti (Avidya, ignorance) 
it does not fit or is not proper to allege that - “Merely because 
they have refuted Janma they are affected by the word of Vyaghata 
(opposition, contradiction), is it not so ? They do not at all accept 
the fact that Janma (creation, birth), Sthiti (sustenance, mainte¬ 
nance) and Pralaya (dissolution) are really occurring. In fact, they 

are saying very clearly : ‘’TOT *TFTT ’TOT w-i) ’TOT I a'JlcMi<wi<ll 

TOiTWI <jqi 5 n:’- (Ma. Ka. 7-34, p. 57) - meaning : “Just like 
Maya, Svapna and Gandharvanagara, phenomena like Utpatti, 
Sthiti, Pralaya also should be understood”, is it not so ?” 

(Answer) : This is also not proper. In our workaday world 
those people too, who accept phenomena like Maya, Svapna etc. 
to be false, reckon the Mayavi (magician), those people who have 
seen or observed Svapna (dream) and such others to be very 
much existing only. It being so, in complete contrast to univer¬ 
sal experience and without accepting the truth that even 
Mayavi etc. do exist and then to undertake to exemplify illus- 


Advaita Prakarana 


319 


trations of Maya, Svapna etc. - such people will not hesitate even 
to assert that a barren woman’s son has a Mayajanma, is it not 
so ? Because it is so only, our calling these people, who have 
rejected both ‘ Samvritisatya ’ (Vyavaharic reality) and ‘Paramartha- 
satya ’ (Absolute, Transcendental Reality), ‘ Sarvasatkaryavadins’ 
(disputants rejecting everything as Asatkarya) is not wrong. Because 
we are examining this Shunyavada at the time of deliberation on 
this subject in the next Alatashanti Prakarana, for the present the 
deliberation on this topic may be stopped here. 

Now, Vaisheshikans (the proponents of the indigenous atomic 
theory) are, in fact, a type of Asatkaryavadins. To wit, the 
quintessence of their doctrine is : Before it is bom, an effect 
(Karya) is Asat (false, unreal) alone. Because of the function of 
the Karana (cause) it is bom and by a particular kind of rela¬ 
tionship called ‘Samavaya’ (inherence) between its cause and the 
Sattajati (genus of existence, being) it associates itself with them. 
We should ask them the question : Because Karyabbava (non¬ 
existence of the effect) is verily Asat (unreal), how at all can it 
be bom merely on the ground of Karanavyapara (dealing, func¬ 
tioning of the cause) ? When it has not yet come into being or 
is not bom yet, how at all can there ensue any relationship 
whatsoever between it and its Karana as also the Sattajati ? Take 
the case of the barren woman’s son : First in the beginning, he 
being Asadrupa (of the nature of unreality) and by the function¬ 
ing of Karaka (instruments or means of action) he is bom either 
really or by Maya ; thereafter he becomes associated with or 
related to either Sattajati or some other Asadpadartha (false thing) 
- thus it cannot be said in his case, is it not so ? For that reason 

alone, on the strength of Yukti alone the Sruti is stating : 

ciWK^d: I ^ WlfcfiT 

I II 1 - mean¬ 

ing, “Some people say that : ‘This world was in the beginning 
Asat alone ; it was one alone without anything second to it. From 
that Asat, Sat was bom.’ My dear, how at all can this be 
possible ? How at all can Sat be bom from Asat ? - thus (the 
father) asked.” 

(Vaisheshika) : Even in your doctrine too if Karana (cause) 
is real, then Karya (effect) too becomes real only, is it not so ? 
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If you contend that it is of a different quality or nature other than 
Sat, it becomes Asat only, is it not so ? Then does it not amount 

to saying that Karana is Asat ? Is not the Smriti stating : 

fas?) Hi:’ - (Gita 2-16), meaning, “There is nothing like Sat 
becoming non-existent” - ? There is no illustration to say that 
from Sat only Sat is bom. From one earthen pot, another earthen 
pot is not bom, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : True. For that reason alone, though Sat is 
Sadrupa (of the essential nature of Reality) it is quite reasonable 
to say that It gets birth due to Maya ; thus the Karika states. 
What is a Kaiya (effect) is not at all extremely or totally different 
(Atyanta Vilakshana) from the Karana (cause) ; for, its nature or 
form is such that it can neither be said (or ascertained) to be 
Karana itself nor something other than Karana. Though the Karana 
does not lose its Swarupa (essential nature or core of Being of 
a thing), because it assumes another form or shape it gets the 
name of ‘ Karya' (effect), is it not so ? Therefore, there is no 
defect in this. Hence, in the opinion (doctrine) of Ajativadins, Sat 
Itself gets a Janma by virtue of Maya ; but Asat cannot at all 
in any manner get a Janma. Therefore, there is no scope what¬ 
soever for Asadvada here. 

tW!HKWITO IRRII 

xf fi*l|t]|ti TR: WT: | 

315*1 Ulsl ll^oll 

Meaning : “Just as in the dream the mind vibrates by 
virtue of Maya in the form of duality, in the same way in the 
waking too the mind vibrates due to Maya alone. In the dream 
the mind being Advaya alone appears as if it is Dvaya (dual), 
and there is no doubt about this ; in the same way, in the 
waking too the mind being Advaya alone appears as if it is 
Dvaya. About this there is no doubt.” 

HOW IS IT THAT SAT HAS JANMA ONLY DUE TO MAYA ? 

(Question) : Sadvastu has Janma (birth) ; by virtue of 


Advaita Prakarana 


321 


Maya alone (i.e. it is a Mayic or illusory birth alone) It has 
Janma - how is it possible to say this ? 

(Answer) : We will tell you, listen carefully. Just as the 
‘snake’ that appears in tire rope, though in its form of appear¬ 
ance, is a Vikalpa (misconception) but in its real form of the rope 
is Sat (real) alone, this is also similar to that. 

Those who discern the truth that even the Vikalpa (miscon¬ 
ception) called ‘mind' is, in the ultimate analysis, Atmaiupa (of 
the essential nature of Sell) alone - who is Paramartha and 
Chaitanyarupa - will cognize it (i.e. the mind) too as Sadrlpa (of 
the essence of Reality) alone. Just as that very Advaya Sadrupa 
mind itself appears in the dream as though it is Dvaya (duality) 
- to wit, in the differentiated forms of Grahya (grasped, known 
object) and Grahaka (grasping agent, knower), due to Maya - in 
the same manner, in the waking too the mind, being 
Advayavibhakta (non-dual and non-differentiated) alone, by virtue 
of Maya, is appearing as if it is Dvaya (dual). In its real form 
it (i.e. the mind) is Advaya (non-dual) Paramatman (Supreme 
Seif) alone, but in its apparent empirical form it is appearing to 
be Dvaya. That is all. 

Because it is said that as the mind vibrates duality of the 
forms of Grahya-Grahaka appears, it should never be under¬ 
stood or reckoned that the mind is a particular kind of real 
entity. What the common people have believed to be the 
‘mind’ is, in reality, Advaya Atman alone. None among us has 
ever believed that either the elephant etc. - that appear in the 
dream as Grahya - or the eyes etc. - which see those phenomena 
therein as their Grahaka - really exist. All those phenomena are 
verily our Atman who is Paramatman indeed ; that Atman is Pure 
Chaitanya (Consciousness) alone which is Kutastha (Transcenden¬ 
tal, Immutable Reality). That very Chaitanya is appearing in our 
empirical, workaday transactions as our mind ; the fact that - “In 
the dream the flow and vibration of the mind is itself occurring, 
flashing in the forms of Grahya-Grahaka” - is a statement, truism 
which all of us will have to accept from the empirical viewpoint 
indeed. Hence, since it is very clearly determined in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana that there is no real difference of any kind whatso¬ 
ever between waking and dream, it evolves that - “In the 
waking too, because the Paramartha is Advaya it is 
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Sachhinmatra (Pure Being-Consciousness) indeed ; due to 
Maya the vibration and flow of the mind, which is miscon¬ 
ceived in that Sachhinmatra Atman alone, is this Grahya- 
Grabaka Dvaita (duality of the forms of the known object 
and the knowing subject).” Full support is lent to this teach¬ 
ing if we bring to our mind the. meaning of the Karika (2- 
12) which says : “Atman Himself imagines by Himself.” 

113*11 

Meaning : “All this Dvaita which is Characharatmaka 
(of the nature of movable and immovable phenomena) 
is appearing to the mind. For, if the mind attains Amanibhava 
(the state of no-mind, mindlessness), then Dvaita does not 
appear at all.” 

EVIDENCE TO ASSERT THAT DVAITA IS MERE MISCONCEP¬ 
TION (IMAGINATION) OF THE MIND 

It has been already stated that what is conceived as duality 
is, just like the rope-snake, a mere appearance of the mind’s 
conjecture, misconception alone. The phenomenon of the rope- 
snake never exists apart from the essential nature of the rope ; 
even so, in our Ajnanavastha (state of delusion, ignorance) it 
appears as though it is having a different form with a hood, the 
marks etc. ; in the same way, this phenomenon of the mind too, 
being verily Pure Atmachaitanya, is appearing in the forms of 
Grahya-Grahaka. If it is questioned : “What is the evidence, 
proof for this ?” - the answer is given here by means of a Yukti 
(logical device) which is of the form of Anvaya (agreement), 
Vyatireka (contrariety, contrast). 

All this is mind alone ; for, only when the mind exists this 
Dvaita is appearing. Only if the mind exists, by virtue of 
Dvaitajhana (knowledge of duality, perceptual knowledge) it appears 
as though we are having Sukha (happiness), Duhkha (grief). But 
when the mind is not there, neither the Dvaita nor the Bhoktrutwa 
(enjoyership) of Sukha and Duhkha exists in the least. To wit, 
by means of Vivechana (discrimination) if we repeatedly examine 
with insight as to - ‘What is this ?’ - then by dint of Abhyasa 
(this practice) as also by Vairagya (sense of renunciation) in the 
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things of the external world, if we curb, restrain (Nirddha) our 
mind - just like we reject or rescind the (reality) of the snake 
that has appeared in the rope - or, in the alternative, if the mind 
gets by itself lapsed, merged (Laya) - just like it gets subsided 
by itself in deep sleep - Dvaita does not at all appear. ‘In deep 
sleep when there is no mind there does not exist any duality 
therein’ - is again a truism known to everyone indeed ; similarly 
by means of Nirddha (restraint, curbing) also the truth that - ‘If 
there is no mind, there does not at all exist any Dvaita” - is well- 
known to Tattwadarshins (Realized souls, people who have In¬ 
tuited the Ultimate Reality of the Seif). Thus when there is mind, 
Dvaita is there ; if the mind is not there, Dvaita also is not there 
- by this kind of Anvaya-Vyatireka methodology it becomes 
established that - “Dvaita is merely a misconception, queer 
imagination (Vikalpa) of the mind alone.” 

9. ATTAINMENT OF AMANIBHAVA (NO-MINDNESS) 
BY MEANS OF ATMASATYANUBHODHA (SPIRITUAL 
INSTRUCTION ABOUT THE REALITY OF THE SELF) 

«wmil am <tifa 

Meaning : “When the mind, as a result of the spiritual 
instruction about the Reality of the Self, rests without imag¬ 
ining (gives up volition), then it becomes no-mind ; for, since 
there is nothing to be grasped it does not comprehend, grasp 
anything whatsoever.” 

DEVICE FOR ATTAINING THE STATE OF NO-MIND 

Now a doubt may arise : “It has been stated that - ‘If the 
mind attains * Amanibhava' (state of no-mindness, mindlessness) 
Dvaita is not at all seen’ - is it not so ? To this mind how at 
all that ‘Amanastavastha’ accrues ? If the Swarupa (essential 
nature of Being) of the mind remains, then Amanasta cannot be 
obtained, attained ; so, if that Swarupa itself is destroyed, then 
especially how at all ‘Amanastwa’ (no-mind-ness) accrue ? In 
fact, this doctrine that the mind becomes ‘Amanas’ (no-mind) is 
opposed to universal empirical experience ; for, if it is contended 
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that one substance attains the Swarupa of another thing, it amounts 
to saying that no substance - whatsoever it may be - has a 
Swarupa at all and thereby you arrive at Shunyavada only ; in 
our workaday transactions in toto we will not have any trust 
whatsoever. Is it not so ? Therefore, how at all is it possible for 
the mind to acquire Amanibhava ?” 

To this a consolation is : By means of Atmasatyanubodha 
this Amanibhava accrues. To wit : If the Intuitive Knowledge 
(Experience) of the type - “Atman alone is real” - is engendered 

f 

by means of the spiritual instruction based on the Sastra and 
taught by an Acharya (spiritual preceptor), then that instruction 
is called “Atmasatvanubodha” - in Vedantic parlance. It is true 
that from our Loukika Drishti (empirical, workaday viewpoint) 
the objects are many, and since they exist without getting their 
respective Swarupas or essential natures of existence transformed 
or changed they are real. But from the Paramarlha Drishti Atman 
alone is real ; all else is Mithya (false appearance) alone. This 
truth has been taught by Uddalaka to his son (Shwetaketu). Just 
as when the truth or reality of one substance or object prepared 
out of clay is cognized, it amounts to having known the reality 
of all effects, products of clay, in the same way if the Atmatattwa 
is cognized, it amounts to having cognized the whole of the Jag at 
(world of diversity) which is Its Karya (effect). For, as stated in 

the Sruti - f^FTCt (Chh. 6-1-4), all that is called 

‘Karya’ is mere ‘name’ caused by speech. All the effects pro¬ 
duced from clay like pot, pitcher etc. are real in our empirical 
dealings, being the effects of clay ; their names, forms and the 
action that is produced by them - since all these are different 
from one another, all those effects are real alone - thus the 
people carry on their dealings. But observed from the Paramartha 
Drishti, that thing the essential nature of Being (Swarupa) of 
which does never change and remains as it is, that thing alone 
is said to be real. When we observe from that transcendental 
(Intuitive) viewpoint, all these various objects which we are 
calling by different names like pot, pitcher, lid etc. are mere clay 
alone and not things which exist independently by themselves ; 
therefore, they are not real entities,, clay alone is the one real 
substance in this illustration. Thus all that is called ‘Karya’ 
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(effect) does not exist apart from its Karana (cause) and is real 
only in its form of cause and hence the Karya called ‘Jagat’ also 
is not different from its cause of Paramatmavastu ; in fact, it is 
mere name brought about by mere speech ; its reality is verily 
Atman. One who discerns this truth culminating in his Anubhava 
(Intuitive Experience) here and now as depicted by the Scriptures 
and as explained by the Sadguru (genuine preceptor) who is an 
Acharya (one well-versed in the traditional but secret methodol¬ 
ogy of delineating this subtle truth of Brahman-Atman) to such 
a person the truth that - “The world in its entirety is Atman” 

- will spontaneously flash to the mind. Then, as the Jhana 
(Intuitive Knowledge) of the type - “The phenomenon of the 
mind too is verily a distortion, mutation of Atman ; verily an 
effect of Atman - to wit, it is verily an imagined, misconceived 
appearance in Atman and nothing else” - is engendered as a 
result of having followed the Sastra Drishti as also the Acharya 
Drishti - the mind does not remain as mind (any more) ; the truth 
that - “It is always Atman alone ; the common people are 
misconceiving Atman (i.e. their very Swarupa) as ‘Manas’ (mind)” 

- will be Intuited. ‘Mind’ means misconceiving that things are - 
“Like that, like this” - and then guessing in various ways. In 
fact, Sankalpa (imagination, volition) and Vikalpas (miscon¬ 
ception) themselves form the essential nature of the mind. But 
when the truth of the type - “No object seen outside is different 
from Atman ; Atman alone is the essence of everything” - gets 
rooted in our awareness, then because there is no Bahyavastu 
(external object) existing for the mind to do Sankalpa (imagina¬ 
tion, volition) - just like the fire, iu the absence of firewood 
or any other matter (fuel) to burn, gets extinguished in itself 

- the mind also, because there is no external object whatso¬ 
ever necessary for doing or having Sankalpa, becomes quies¬ 
cent and becomes one with its source or substratum of Atman 
alone. This alone is called ‘Amanibhava’. When in this above 
manner Amanibhava accrues, Dvaita (duality) is not ‘perceived’ 
at all. 


fagufi) II99II 
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Meaning : “Because of the facts that it is Akalpaka (that 
which cannot be imagined), Aja (birthless), Atmajnana exists 
without being separate from Jneya (what is known). For that 
(i.e. Atmajnana), Brahman Itself is the Jneya. It is Aja (birthless) 
and Nitya (eternal) ; one cognizes by means of Jnana which 
is Aja, Brahman, which is Aja.” 

ATMAN IS OF THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF NIR VIKALPAKA 
JNANA (INTUITIVE KNOWLEDGE DEVOID OF 

MISCONCEPTIONS) 

(Objection) : The Kathopanishad (2-1-11) is 

stating that - “In order to cognize Atman mind alone is the valid 
means or instrument”. If it is said that - “All duality is false 
alone and the mind too is false alone” - then there does not 
remain any Karana (valid means or instrument) to cognize Atman 
at all, is it not so ? Even if we assume that also to be so, by 
means of what can we at all cognize Atmatattwa which is 
birthless ? 

(Solution) : True. Before the cognition of the type : “Atman 
alone is Satya (real)” - the mind alone is the instrument for 
Jnana. But merely on that count it is not possible to imagine 
that even after Atmajnana accrues the mind remains as mind 

r 

only. What you have exemplified as the authoritative Sruti state¬ 
ment, its real meaning is : Before Atmajnana is attained or bom 
the seeker should acquire the requisite Saniskara (spiritual refine¬ 
ment) of the mind both from the spiritual preceptor well-versed 
in the traditional methodology of teaching and the Sastra and by 
means of such a refined mind alone the Atmatattwa should be 
cognized ; in that manner after cognizing that Paramatma 
Tattwa alone not even the least bit of manifoldness or diver¬ 
sity remains, subsists ; for, by then the mind becomes one 
with Atman alone. 

This Atmajnana is Akalpaka (not to be imagined .by the 
mind), meaning, none of the misconceived divisions like Jnatru 
(the knower), Jnana (knowledge), Jnana Karana (the means of 
knowledge) exist in It. Therefore, this is Aja (birthless), meaning 

it is not a cognition, Intuition which is of the nature of being 
born afresh ; in fact, It is the very essence of (or substrate 
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for) cognition (mental awareness) which is eternal. Like the 
rest of the Jnanas (intellectual knowledges) this is not separate, 
different from the Jneya (the object of knowledge, cognition). It 
is Jneyabhinna (not different from the known object) ; meaning, 
It exists in the very essential nature of Brahman which is Its 
Jneya (known, cognized object) ; the Brahmajnanis are affirming 
that - “Just as the heat is not separate from the fire, in the 
same way apart from the Jneya called ‘Brahman’. Its Jhana 

t 

does not exist.” The Sruti is proclaiming that - “For the cog¬ 
nition of the coghizer there is nothing like a lapse, extinction at 
all” - (Bri. 4-3-2), while the Jijiiasu (one who wishes to know 
or cognize the Jneya Brahman) is (practising) learning to cognize 
the Jneya Atmatattwa by means of such a Jhana, which is verily 
Aja and his Atmaswarupa, he should not get deluded to think, 
since it is stated that just as the Vijnanavadins say - “One 
cognizes the Aja by means of the Aja” - that Jhana cognizes 
Itself by Itself. As stated above, when the mind attains the 
Amanibhava - just as the sun is shining by himself - Atmatattwa 
(which is self-existent, self-effulgent to boot) manifests by 
Itself ; this alone is the purport behind the Karika. Because this 
Atman is Nitya-Vijnana-Ekarasa-Swabhava (of the essential 
nature of Pure Consciousness which is eternal and of one and 
the same core of Being), there is no need whatsoever of any 
other Jhana to cognize Him ; this alone is the real import of the 
verse. 


10. DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 
AT M AS AT Y AN U BOD HA AND SUSHUPTI 

TRR: * ^ 1 I13*11 

Meaning : “(The seeker) should cognize (discern) the 
conduct of the mind of one who is having Vivekajnana (In¬ 
tuitive Knowledge of the Self) which is opposed to (the 
common man’s mind) and is Nirvikalpa (devoid of any mis¬ 
conception). The conduct (of it) which is in the Sushupti is 
different ; it is not equal to that.” 
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THE STATE OF THE RESTRAINED MIND IS IN ITSELF 

OF A PARTICULAR KIND 

It has been stated that by means of the Anubodha (follow¬ 
ing the spiritual instruction) of the type - “Atman alone is real 
(in the Absolute, Intuitive sense)” - when the mind attains 
Amanibhava - just as a fire, without any firewood available to 
bum, gets extinguished - Manonirddha (restraint of the mental 
functions) will ensue, is it not so ? Thus when the mind becomes 
‘no-mind’, duality is not seen ; between such a descriptive state 
of the mind of a .Thani and the state of the mind that rests in 
deep sleep what distinction exists has to be discerned now. For, 
in deep sleep there does not exist any Pratyaya (mental concept) 
whatsoever ; similarly in the Amanibhava that accrues as a result 
of this Jnaim (Intuitive Knowledge of the Self) which is called 
‘Atmasatyanubbdha’ there does not exi-l any Pratyaya whatso¬ 
ever ; it being so, what difference at all can there exist between 
these two states of the mind ? - such a doubt may arise in the 
minds of the Jijnasus. But there is a very great distinction 
between the ChittanirodhastbUi attained or engendered by 
Jnana and the Chittalayasthiti brought about quite naturally 
by mere sleep. 

In deep sleep while the mind gets Laya (merged), existing 
as it is it disappears for a little while. In the materialistic 
(extroverted) people’s minds, by nature alone Avidya-Mdba (at¬ 
tachment or delusion, concomitant with ignorance) exists ; when 
they are asleep their mind, without performing any function or 
action - just as the creatures like crocodiles etc. lie motionless 
in one and the same state at deep levels in the sea - exists still ; 
that mind does not know or comprehend anything else whatso¬ 
ever other than (a) to be asleep without doing any function ; 
(b) being active with Pratyayas raising in it. A tiger which is 
asleep, as soon as it wakes up, out of hunger starts preying upon 
a deer ; in the same way, the mind of the common (ignorant) 
people, remaining still (functionless) for some time in deep sleep, 
as soon as it wakes up (i.e. it becomes active) once again 
commences its usual activities of Pravritti (progressing towards 
an object) and Nivritti (receding from the object) which are 
engendered by Avidyavasapa (latent impressions, proclivities 
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brought about by ignorance). Kumbhakama (a demoniac character 
mentioned in the epic ‘Ramayana’) who slept continuously for six 
months in a year - when he got up was Kumbhakama only, is 
it not so ? In the same way, the mind of those people who have 
woken up from sleep does not (cannot) get rid of the defects that 
lurk deep in it merely by going to sleep. But the state of the 
mind of these Vivekins (discriminative people) who have cognized 
the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality of the Self, Brahman) following, or 
on the strength of, the spiritual instructions of the Sastra as well 
as the Acharya is not like this. For, their mind herefore (i.e. after 
attaining Amanibhava) does not remain as a mind at all. From 
the standpoint of the other people of the world (i.e. extroverted, 
extremely materialistic in their outlook) they (i.e. Jiianis) too may 
appear as having a mind ; but from the standpoint of those 
Jiianis, apart from Atman alone no duality whatsoever exists at 
all. In truth, their mind has become ‘no-mind’. Hence, from their 
viewpoint in that mind which has attained ‘ Nishkarmatmaswabhava ’ 
(the essential nature of Pure Being, devoid of agentship of ac¬ 
tion), henceforth there is not even an iota of scope for Loukika 
Pravritti - Nivritti (mundane, empirical dealings of hankering after 
outer objects or receding away from them). They are, in truth, 
of the very essence of Nityashuddhabuddhamuktaswabhava 
(eternally pure, eternally conscious and eternally liberated state). 

THE WRONG INTERPRETATION, MADE BY SOME PEOPLE, 

OF THIS KARIKA 

Here, in this context, some people have imagined a different 
kind of meaning for this Karika of Shri Gaudapada and tire 

f 

Bhashya written by Shri Sankara on it. They say : In Sushupti 
(deep sleep) there exists a phenomenon called ‘Mulavidya’ which 
is the cause for all Samsara’s travails and tribulations ; but in 
‘ AsamprajnatasamadhP (a kind of trance in which there is no 
awareness whatsoever of anything else) there does not exist any 
Mulavidya. Therefore, between the state of mind of Vivekins 
who have attained Jhana by means of Asamprajnatasamadhi and 
the state of mind of people of the world there exists a very great 
distinction. This is their doctrinaire theory. 

In the opinion of some others : The ‘ Vaidharmya’ (differ¬ 
ence in quality, degree, calibre) that exists between Sushupti and 
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Jnanis’ Samadhi (trance) is that in Sushupti the mind’s Swarupa 
(essential nature) remains the same as it is ; but in Samadhi it 
does not exist at all. Thus these two types of commentators have 
come out with their respective queer interpretations to this Karika 
and both are at variance, having adopted their own dogmatic 
theories (but in contradiction to Sruti, Yukti and Anubhava) with 
ours. 

Now both these above commentaries (interpretations) are 
not proper. For, they do not agree either with Shri Gaudapada’s 
text or with the Prakarana (topic) that we have taken, up for 
deliberation. In Shri Gaudapada’s Mandukya Karikas which 
he has graciously composed for our benefit, nowhere is there 
any casual reference or mention of this Mulavidya ; this fact 
we have already stressed. Now, what we are deliberating upon 
here in this context is not pertaining to Patanjala Yoga Samadhi 
at all. When the deliberation on Samadhi is itself not relevant 
here why should the author all of a sudden write anything 
about the distinction between Samadhi and Sushupti ? - How 
this doubt did not arise or flash in the minds of these commen¬ 
tators - we do not know, we cannot surmise ! Therefore, both 
these commentaries (interpretations) are not tenable here. 

Another point : For both Sushupti and Samadhi there exists 
Samana (equal) Yogakshematwa (good and bad features) ; to wit, 
whatever Gunas (good qualities) or Doshas (defects) suit for 
Sushupti, the same Gunas or D5shas are suitable to Samadhi 
also. There is no support of any valid means to conjecture, 
surmise that there is a distinction of the type that - “In deep 
sleep Ajnana, which is the seed (cause) for Samsara, exists, while 
in Samadhi it does not exist.” For, when we experience those 
Avasthas the fact that duality is not seen is common to both ; 
on waking up (or emerging out of Samadhi) the examination, 
scrutiny of the type of - “Then I did not know anything” - 
is again common to both states. Hence in this regard there is 
no increase of a quality in one, nor decrease of that quality in 
another. For this reason alone Shri Sankara in his Sutra Bhashya, 
in order to establish the truth that - “Though in Pralaya (disso¬ 
lution of the world, creation) no divisions exist, as soon as 
creation ensues those divisions may appear” - he has taken both 
Sushupti and Samadhi as illustrations.. He has written the follow- 
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ing sentence : ‘W ft ^lf gtfamrttreft 

ftwtWHWHqlfaMict 3*: ireft ftmnt iraft -531ft qpwfir - 


(Sutra Bhashya 2-1-9), meaning - “Although in states like Sushupti, 
Samadhi etc. (devoid of Dvaita Darshana or appearance of du¬ 
ality) the natural Avibhaga (non-division) has accrued, because 
Mitbyajnana (misconception) has not been removed, as soon as 
one wakes up once again, as before, there accrues divisions ; in 
the same way, here too (when Pralaya or dissolution takes place, 
although there are no divisions, at the time of creation once again 
the divisions may appear).” This is the purport behind this 
Bhashya sentence. Apart from this, the truth that - in Sushupti 
(from the Paramartha Drishti) there do not exist categories like 


Avidya, Kama and Karma - is being stated by the Sruti : 

<HqiMH|LHI5TO ^ - (Bri. 4-3-21), meaning - “For 
this Jiva this Sushupti form is one, which has transcended Kama 
(desire), in which the demerit of Dharma (righteousness) and 
Adbarma (unrighteousness), in which the Avidyabbaya (fear bom 

out of ignorance) is not there.” Further the Sruti says : 3TW 


ftmsftrai *raft .... -qpft ft irei 

^qfd’ - (Bri. 4-3-22), meaning - “In this state of deep sleep 

the father is no longer a father . here the merit has not 

followed or accompanied one, nor has demerit followed one ; 
then he has got over all the miseries of the heart, is it not so ?” 
Hence, even if observed in this manner too, it becomes certain 
that the theory of the Vyakhyanakaras in imagining Vaidharmya 
(different qualities or grades) between Sushupti and Samadhi is 
not proper, tenable at all. 


THE DIFFERENCE (DISTINCTION) OF ^USHUPTI 
MENTIONED IN THE .KARIKA 


Therefore, here if we interpret the Karikavakya (sentence of 
the Karika) to suit the Prakarana (topic which this Chapter is 
dedicated to expound), then the intended purport will evolve as : 
Because, while entering the state of deep sleep, the common 
people have not yet attained the Atmatattwa Jhana, at that 
moment, although the mind obtains the Amanibhava, it is not 
the absolute, final (real) Amanibhava at all. When we have 
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acquired deep sleep, although the mind goes into the oblivion, so 
to say, for that much time, because therein lurk invariably Vasanas 
(latent impressions of the past actions and enjoyments) which are 
the cause to engender many calamities which, in turn, are the 
root cause for Avidyamoha (attachment, delusion projected by 
ignorance), the mind has not acquired the capability of attaining 
the final Amanasta (no-mindness). When we have misconceived 
the rope to be a snake alone, if the latter for some reason or the 
other disappears from sight for a while and once again is seen, 
can we avoid getting deluded that it is a snake ? No. For, our 
misconception of the rope has not been falsified, sublated. Instead 
of this, if we get the correct knowledge that it is actally a rope 
and thereby the misconception is falsified or sublated, we get the 
sense of certitude that it is not a snake at all. Is it not so ? In 
the same way, in the present context too, although it gets sub¬ 
merged in deep sleep and disappears, the mind which had appar¬ 
ently become no-mind (mindless), has never reached the final and 
absolute culmination of the process. For, we have not acquired 
or reached the sense of certitude by properly cognizing (Intuiting) 
Atman in the manner - “All this is verily Atman ; and not 
Anatman (not-Self) of the forms of the mind etc.” But when we 
attain the Intuitive Knowledge (Experience) of the type - “Atman 
alone (exclusively, non-dually) is Paramartha Satya (Absolute, 
Transcendental Reality beyond all vestiges of duality or diver¬ 
sity)” - and simultaneously when the seed of Pravritfi (mundane 
activity) which is the cause for all life’s calamities projected or 
conjured up by Avidya - in other words, when the Avidyavasana 
(latent proclivities of mind projected by Avidya) - is destroyed 
as also the quality of Rajas, which is the fountainhead of all 
miseries like Moha (attachment) etc. are destroyed, then the 
plenary, final, consummate Amanibhava is attained. Here, in this 
context, one important point that we have to remember is : If 
observed from the Paramartha Drishti, even in Sushupti Atman 
exists without any association whatsoever with any Klesha 

(affliction, distress) like Avidyamoha etc. For, - 

(Bri. 4-3-21) in this manner, as we have already exemplified, 
from the standpoint of the Sruti when we observe, there too 
(i.e. in Sushupti also) Atman exists without Avidyakama- 
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karma categories. Even so, if we observe from the empirical, 
workaday viewpoint, - to wit, when we notice from the waking 
viewpoint - therein the Pravrittibija (seed germinating later on to 
give rise to mundane, empirical activities) projected by Avidya 
invariably exists indeed ; for, as soon as we wake up once again 
die Vasanas (latent mental proclivities, impressions), which are 
the root cause for all kinds of miseries, catastrophes of life, do 
remain, subsist as they are. Therefore, accepting the fact that 
there exists a distinction between the Mandnirodha (restraint, 
cessation of the mind) by means of Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge 
of the Self) and the Laya (temporary merger of the mind) in 
Sushupti, this difference indicating comparative superiority 
and inferiority has been mentioned in the Karika - thus we 
have to discern. Thus, when we observe from the predominant 
waking viewpoint, it becomes evident that in Sushupti the form 
of behaviour or conduct of the mind in merging fl.uya) is 
occurring quite naturally or automatically, so to speak, being 
Paradhina (dependent on external sources, helplessly). For, the 
Vishranti (rest, quietude) alone, which the mind acquires in 
order to solve or get rid of the strain or exhaustion caused 
by the performance of Karma, is deep sleep. But, in the 
waking itself by means of the Jnana of the type - “Atman 
alone is the one Absolute Reality” - which accrues by means 
of the spiritual instructions by the Sastra and the Acharya, 
the mind getting destroyed (falsified, sublated) occurs by self¬ 
effort alone. Therefore, there is a great difference between the 
Manolaya that occurs in Sushupti and the Manonirodha that 
accrues from Jnana. Hence, it is said that - “One should discern 
the behaviour, conduct of the mind (Manah Prachara) of the form 
of Amanibhava that accrues from Jnana.” 


cfcl W 1 13m I 

Meaning : “For, in Sushupti the mind gets merged ; if 
that itself is (by means of Atmajnana) made Nigraha (com¬ 
pletely controlled, overpowered), then it does not merge. That 
alone is the Nirbhaya (fearless) Brahman (Ultimate Reality), 
the Light of Knowledge which manifests, appears everywhere.” 
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THE CAUSE FOR DIFFERENCE IN BEHAVIOUR 

We have mentioned the cause for this distinction while 
explaining the meaning of the previous Karika. All the distinctive 
knowledges that accrue in the waking get conglomerated into the 
form of Vasana (latent impression) and become a dense mass of 
Jnana, so to speak. When we observe from the Paramartha 
Drishti, in the waking also Atman alone , exists really ; but till 
the Mithyajnana (misconception) is sublated and by means of 
Jnana this truth is fully established (to culminate in Intuitive 
Experience), the divisions of the forms of Jnatru (knower )-Jnana 
(knowledge)-Zneya (object of knowledge) - just as to a person 
having cataract, in one moon alone the divisions like many 
moons appear - continuously manifest themselves. Although the 
truth that - “In the dream no division whatsoever exists in reality 
in Atman” - is acceptable to everyone till one gets awake, within 
the dream - just as in the waking - it has become certain that 
an uninterrupted division alone exists invariably ; and just as no 
one then gets the conviction of the type - “This is verily a dream 
of the form of misconception” - in the same way, in the waking 
too till one attains Jnana of the type - “Atman alone is real” - 
the dealings of divisions like Jnatru-Jnana-Jneya verily appear to 
be real indeed. In the same vein too, in the Sushupti also, 
observed from the Paramartha Drishti, although Atman alone 
devoid of any divisions is existing really, till we attain that Jnana, 
the Vasana of the divisions which is brought about by Mithyajnana 
continues to exist. Thus in the waking Vibhagajnana (knowl¬ 
edge of divisions, distinctions), in deep sleep the Vasana of 
Vibhagajnana - both these features do not disappear for 
anyone - whosoever he may be - unless and until he attains 
Atmajnana.~For, both these are caused by Mithyajnana (i.e. 
misconception) alone. Therefore, merely by getting Sushupti no 
one can ever acquire the Atyantika (plenary, consummate) 
Amanibhava (no-mind state). Especially in Sushupti, neither 
Sastracharya Upadesha nor Atmasatyanubodha can ever possibly 
accrue ; for, Sushupti means a state wherein the Nirvishesba 
Chinmatraswarupa (essence of non-dual Pure Consciousness 
devoid of any attributes whatsoever) alone has remained. For that 
reason alone the Sruti has stated the reasons for no knowledge 
whatsoever being ever possible to be attained in Sushupti in the 
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sentence : ‘*ltcET fcMM^d fiWHiRi tF ft d lfl frdl jl fl n faM 

1 3 cf^fgsfcprfw ■rfdl^rg't’* ^n#IRC - (Bri. 4-3- 
33), meaning - “Therein He does not cognize anything whatso¬ 
ever, is it not so ? Even then (Atman) having been of the 
essential nature of a cognizer, He does not cognize (thus it 
should be understood) ; for, to the cognition of the cognizer 
there is never any lapse, loss whatsoever ; for, He is Avinashi 
(indestructible). But, apart from Him, a second thing of any kind 
does not exist therein. Only if such a second thing were to exist, 
He could possibly have cognized it, is it not so ?” Hence, really 
speaking, though in Sushupti the Amanibhava is apparently en¬ 
gendered, the mind has - from the Vyavahara Drishti - merged 
(Laya). That is all. This explanation is reasonable indeed. 

When this very mind is fully sublated by non-comprehen¬ 
sion or giving up identification with it (Nigraha) in the waking 
by means of Vivekavijnana (Intuitive Knowledge bom out of 
deliberation) - it does not merge (Laya) ; for, then the one who 
has cognized has already cognized (Intuited) Atmaswarupa Itself 
which is never tarnished or tainted in the least by the Moha 
(attachment, delusion) bom out of Ajnana. In truth, then the mind 
has verily become one with Atman. It being so, the great 
difference between the Samadhi that is taught in Patahjala 
Yoga and this Samadhi of the essential nature of Amanibhava 
taught in Vedanta is : The Vedanta Samadhi is verily 
Atmaswarupa ever devoid of any relationship whatsoever of 
phenomena like mind, Prana (vital force) etc. When there is 
no Vivekavijnana, this (AtmaswarOpa) exists, remains as if 
Aprapta (unattained), but as soon as Vivekavijnana accrues 
It appears as though It has been Prapta (attained) to the 
Vyavahara Drishti (empirical viewpoint). But with regard to 
Patanjala Samadhi especially, it is of the nature of Chittavritti- 
nirddha (curbing, suppressing the mental concepts, thoughts ; 
it is of the nature of indicating merely the Viveka (discrimi¬ 
native deliberation) with regard to Chitta (mind) and Atman 
(Self) ; but not Atyantika (plenary, consummate). 

P 

Thus when the Samadhi expounded by Vedanta Sastra as 
of the form of Amanibhava accrues, the mind verily becomes one 
with Brahman ; that alone is Nirbhaya (fearless) ; for, then the 
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Dvaitagrahana (comprehension of duality), which is Avidyakrita 
(projected by ignorance) and is Bliayahetu (cause for fear, anxi¬ 
ety), does not exist whatsoever. The Srutis like Taittiriya (2-7) 
are teaching that - “That alone is verily the Santa (peaceful) 
Abhayabrahman (fearless Ultimate Reality).” That very Swarupa 
is Jnanaloka (the eternally Witnessing Light of Intuition) which 
is all-pervading. But in Patanjala Yoga the Samadhi - which is 
taught as being attained by Jnanaloka but in increasing gradations 
like - ‘a little clarity’, ‘medium grade clarity’, ‘superior grade 
clarity’ - is not of this kind or nature. There the Samadhi that 
is obtained by means of the light of knowledge brought about 
by Yoga is propounded ; but here in Vedanta what is taught or 
expounded as Jnanaloka is verily Brahmaswarupa indeed. It is 
like the Akasha (empty space) - Sarvavyapaka (all-pervading), 
Svayamjyoti (self-effulgent) Chaitanyamatra (Pure, Absolute Con¬ 
sciousness). In It never at all there is any scope whatsoever for 
Ajnanatamas (the darkness, indolence of ignorance). 

iihii 

Meaning : “This is Aja (birthless), Anidra (sleepless), 
Asvapna (dreamless), devoid of names and forms ; always 
illumining, Sarvajna (omniscient) ; in no manner there is any 
trace of any Upachara (external show or conduct, praise, 
obeisance, no predication whatsoever).” 

ATMAJNANI IS KRITAKRITYA (ONE WHO HAS ACHIEVED 

FULFILMENT IN LIFE) 

Thus this Atmatattwa (Transcendental Reality of the Self) 
determined by Sastra and Yukti (logical arguments) can be cognized 
(Intuited) by Atmasatyanubodha (spiritual instruction of the Ab¬ 
solute Reality of the Self) alone, (i) Because It has no cause 
whatsoever for giving birth, It is internally or externally every¬ 
where Aja (birthless), (ii) By virtue of Avidya alone one begets 
birth, is it not so ? This fact has been explained previously in 

w _ 

3-19, 3-24. That Avidya gets destroyed by Atmasatyanubodha, 
and hence It is Aja. For that reason alone, It is Anidra (sleep¬ 
less). 4 (iii) Being caused by Anadimayanidra (beginningless illu¬ 
sory sleep) called Avidya, having woken up from Svapna and 
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having become Advayaswarupa (of the essential nature of non¬ 
duality) this Atmaswarupa is Asvapna. This opinion has already 
been expressed and explained previously in Agama Prakarana 
(1-16). (iv) Further this Atmatattwa is Anamaka (nameless) and 
Arupaka (fonnless) ; meaning, It is Advaita (non-dual). Because 
the ‘waking’ of the nature of Jhana (Intuitive Knowledge) has not 
accrued, those names and forms were appearing, and were the 
cause for the deep-seated belief that Atman is Sadvitiya (dual in 
form), is it not so ? Now, because the practitioner has ‘woken 
up’ from Mayasvapna, it is neither possible to call this Brahman 
by any name nor is it possible to know that It is of such and 
such a form. For this reason alone It is Anamaka and Arupaka. 
(v) Apart from this, It is Sakridvibhata, meaning, always (eter¬ 
nally) shining, illuming only. If Agrahana (non-comprehension) 
called ‘Sushupta’ occurs, then the Pramatrurupa (form of 
cognizership) of Atman does not appear or is not manifested ; 
if Anyathagrahana (misconception or wrong comprehension) called 
‘Jagrat’ and ‘Svapna’ occurs, then that Pramatrurupa of Atman 
appears - these two kinds of differences may occur. But even 
when we are misconceiving Him (Atman) as of the forms of 
Vishwa, Taijasa and Prajna, for this Atman who eternally exists 
in the essential nature of Aja-Advaya alone there is no possibility 
whatsoever of these Avirbhava (disappearance) and Tirobhava 
(manifestation) -occurring. Although for the people on the earth 
the. events like day, when the sun appears, and night, when he 
does not appear, are actually occurring, both of them do not at 
all pertain to the sun who is Nityaprakasharupa (eternally of the 
essential nature of lustre, brilliance). Is it not so ? In the same 
way, for Ajnas (ignorant people) the ‘I’ form appearing and not 
appearing do occur incessantly just like day and night. The 
reason for the Turiya (Paramatman who is Transcendental beyond 
the three states) - who is eternally, self-effulgent - not illumining 
or shining is Agrahana (non-cognition, non-comprehension), 
Anyathagrahana (misconception, comprehending It in a different, 
wrong fofm) - these two kinds of wrong knowledges alone. 
When the Atmasatyanubodha accrues especially, because that 
wrong knowledge (misconception) is not there at all and that 
Turiyatmarupa is Nityachaitanyaswarupa (of the essential nature 
of eternally Pure Consciousness), It is ‘ Sakridvibhata ’ (eternally 
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shining) - this statement is reasonable. The Sruti : 

- (Chh. 8-4-2), meaning : “This world called ‘Brahman’ 
is eternally shining” - is the supporting, authoritative source or 
proof for the conclusion. 

In any case, in this manner removing or negating the 
misconception of the forms of Avasthatraya, that Aja-Advaya 
Atmatattwa, which was expounded in the Agama Prakarana, 
that very Tattwa has been shown to be Advaita which is Shiva 
(auspicious, sacred) by proving that all Dvaitavyavahara (empiri¬ 
cal dealings of duality) are Avidyaka (projections, effect of 
ignorance) in the Vaitathya Prakarana ; once again the same 

9 

Tattwa is being shown to be Aja by means like Sruti and 
Upapatti (logical arguments) and the topic is being concluded. 
Once such a Brahmaswarupa is cognized on the strength of 
Atmasatyanubodha ‘there does not remain in any manner any 
Upachara’, meaning - nothing else remains to be done ; but for 
such of those who have not been fortunate enough to have had 
such ‘Atmabodha’ - as we are going to describe herefore - just 
as there remains a duty of attaining Samadhi, in the same way, 
for one who is an Atmajiiani there does not remain anything to 
be done or any duty to be discharged whatsoever. This purport 
is implied in the Karika. 

EXAMINATION OF THE THEORY THAT TATTWAJNANI 
ALSO HAS PERFORCE TO ACQUIRE SAMADHI 

Some people are saying that - “Even one who is a 
Tattwajnani (Realized soul), in order to wear out the miseries 
of life, ha$ necessarily to acquire Asamprajnata Samadhi. 
Their this understanding is verily a delusion (Bhranti) indeed. 
For, since by means of Atmasatyanubodha the mind becomes no¬ 
mind and there does not at all remain any Kartrutwa (doership 
or agentship of action), there is no scope for or possibility of any 
duty to be performed then. Even after the Kartrutwa which is 
conjured up in Chidatman (Self as Pure Consciousness) is 
removed by means of Vidya (Self-Knowledge), because in the 
adjunct of Antahkarana (inner instrument of mind) which is 
endowed with Chidabhasa (reflective consciousness), there 
subsist invariably thousands of mutations ; since the self- 
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established Kartrutwa c.ontinues to exist as long as the 
Manddravya (the stuff of mind) exists, those disputants have 
opined that that much portion of Kartrutwa remains for 
Tattwajnani also. But this theory is not proper. For, to enter¬ 
tain the concept that - ‘There exists Kartrutwa’ - the cause is 
verily Adhyasa (misconception) brought about by Aviveka (lack 
of discrimination) of the type of not having distinguished between 
the essential natures of the two terms ‘Atman’ and ‘Manas’. 
When observed from the Paramartha Drishti, neither to the 
Pure Atman there is Kartrutwa, nor to the mere mind too 
there is any Kartrutwa ; for, Chidatman is devoid of mutations 
(immutable), while the mind is Achetana (insentient) ; if we go 
still deeper into the matter and observe, because the mind 
appears only due to Avidya, for such a thing Kartrutwa 
cannot possibly be made applicable in any manner whatso¬ 
ever. Besides, nowhere in the Upanishads it has been taught 
that by practising Patanjala Yoga etc. Mukti accrues. 

Here one objection can be raised : It is true that once 
Tattwajnana accrues, for Moksha there is no need of any Sadhana 
(spiritual practice) whatsoever. Even so, in order that the mind 
gets peace, quietude, Klesha (misery) should get emaciated, worn 
out ; for that purpose, we can say that Samadhi should be 
acquired or atrained, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : This objection is not proper. For, as long as 
the mind really exists the Jnana of Atmatattwa which is Aja- 
Advaya cannot possibly be attained at all. Just as the Sankhyans 
say, viz. “One should deliberate upon and know both Atman 
and Manas (mind) and that alone is Tattwajnana” - the 
Vedantins have not accepted that doctrine at all. In truth, 
Advitiya Atman alone is Satya (real) and this is verily 
Tattwajnana ; therefore, when that Jnana accrues the mind 
really does not subsist ; neither does the Sadhana that is to 
be practised in order to attain Samadhi for the sake of its 
quiescence also subsist. Therefore, once the Jnana of the type 
- “Atman who is of Nityashuddhabuddhamuktaswabhava alone is 
the Paramarthasatya (Absolute Reality)” - accrues, there does not 
remain any Kartavya (duty or responsibility) that has yet to be 
discharged. This alone is the Vedantic Siddhanta. 
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■^TfwrfW: I 

II^VslI 

Meaning : “One devoid of Vak (speech), one who has 
got over all worries or anxieties, one who is extremely peace¬ 
ful or quiescent, self-effulgent Light of Consciousness, Samadhi 
(mind having become one with the Self), unmoving, fearless.” 

HOW COME THAT ATMATATTWA IS OF THE ESSENTIAL 
NATURE OF ANAMAKATWA ETC. ? 

In the previous Karika it has been delineated that Atmatattwa 
is Anamaka (nameless), Arupaka (formless), Sakridvibhata (self- 
effulgent Light of Consciousness) and Sarvajiia (omniscient) - is 
it not so ? For all those natures the reasons have been mentioned 
here in this Karika. This Atman is Sarvabhilapavigata, meaning 
one who is devoid of all speech. Here speech is exemplified in 
a representative sense. Because He is devoid of speech, Atman 
is name-less ; not only this, but also because He has no 
Bahyakarana (external sense organs) whatsoever, it amounts to 
saying that qualities like Shabda, Sparsha etc. are not there in 
Him. This Atman is Sarvachintasamutthita, meaning in Him 
there is no rising of Buddhivritti (intellectual concepts) whatso¬ 
ever ; to wit, He is devoid of Antahkarana (Mind in its entirety). 
Therefore, ‘He is Arupaka (devoid of form)’ - this statement is 
justified. In any case, the meaning of the first half of this verse 
is that - “Atman is devoid of any special features like Vyakrita 
(manifested) and A vyakrita (unmanifested) forms.” 

Thus, because He is devoid of any special characteristics 
whatsoever this Atman is Suprashanta, meaning, of the form in 
which the world of duality or diversity has completely subsided, 
merged ; further, He is Sakrijjyoti, meaning, eternally of the 
essential nature of Light of Consciousness ; to wit, He is Nitya 
Chaitanyarupa ; for that reason alone, ‘Sakridvibhata’ is used 
previously. He is ‘Samadhi’, which means keeping or maintain¬ 
ing a refined mind in a quiescent, peaceful state ; because by 
means of Prajna (Consciousness) which is the cause of that 
‘Samadhi’ this Atman is tQ be cognized, He too is known as 
‘Samadhi’. The Sruti sentence : “One who is Ashanta (devoid 
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of mental peace or equipoise) and Asamahita (having no control 

over his mind and senses).cannot cognize Him by means of 

Prajnana (Intuitive Knowledge)” - (Katha 1-2-24) - is an authori¬ 
tative sentence in support of this conclusion. Or, in the alterna¬ 
tive, because only when the mind gets established in Atman it 
attains Samadhana (peace, tranquillity), Atman is called ‘Samadhi’ 
- in this manner also the purport behind this adjective can be 
explained. For, unless and until the mind attains to Atman, who 
is eternally of the essential nature of Nirvishaya (devoid of 
features), it cannot possibly attain Samadhana. For that reason 
alone, Atmatattwa is ‘Sarvajna’ - meaning, having Himself be¬ 
come everything, He is of the essential nature of Nitya Nirvishaya 
Chaitanya - thus it was stated in the previous Karika. For that 
reason alone, this Atman is Achala, meaning, one who is devoid 
of mutations, who is devoid of any cause giving rise to Viksbepa 
(projection, scattering of the mind). In this manner because He 
is Vikriyarahita (immutable), this Atman is ‘Abhaya' (fearless). 
Because a Jnani’s Atman is of this essential nature alone, the 
Brahmatattwa that he has attained by means of Amanibhava is 
stated by us in the previous Karika to be of the essential nature 
of Anamaka etc. This is the whole purport of this Karika. 

HERE THE DISCUSSION OF SAMADHI IS NOT RELEVANT ; 

IT SHOULD NOT BE 

Because here the expression - ‘Samadhirachalaha’ - is used, 
some modem scholars have conceived that “Here the ‘Achala- 
samadhi’ alone, which is popular in Buddhistic philosophy, 
has been examined”. But this does not suit, or fit in, even the 
least bit, here in this context. For, this is a Prakarana (Chapter) 
devoted to Atmasatyanubodha ; for that topic, what these people 
propound as the ‘Samadhi’ of the Saugatamata (Buddhism) does 
not possibly suit even the least bit. Apart from this, in the 
context of describing the Atmaswabhava which is KUtasthanitya 
(Transcendental and eternal) how at all can this ‘Samadhi’ 
which is said to attain quiescence for a while become suit¬ 
able ? Whichever Samadhi it may be, being Anvartha (hav¬ 
ing a meaning easily deducible from the etymology of the 
word, i.e., true to the sense) can it become ‘Achala’ ? Never. 
Therefore, here Atmaswabhava alone, which is of the very 
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essence of Kutasthanitya Chaitanya, is called ‘Samadhi’. For 
this reason alone in the previous Karika it was stated that herein 
anything going by the name of Kartavya (duty) does not suit in 

any manner. It has been stated : q»q«qi* - (3-26). There¬ 

fore, being deceived by the mere word ‘Samadhi’ the seeker 
should not raise the topic of Samadhi (trance) here in this 
context. 


«w*«t**l *m*ij 1^411 

Meaning : “Where there is no worry, there is no grasp¬ 
ing, nor giving up. Then Jnana (Consciousness) has come to 
a standstill (is established) in Atman ; becoming Ajati (birthless) 
It has attained equipoise.” 

HOW CAN THE ASSERTION - ‘AFTER THE ATTAINMENT 

OF BRAHMATMAJNANA THERE IS NO DUTY TO BE 
PERFORMED’ - BE JUSTIFIED ? 

We have mentioned the grounds for the four adjectives of 
‘Anamakam’, ‘Arupakam’, ‘Sakridvibhatam’, ‘Sarvajnam’ used in 

the previous Karika. Now, to the question 

(‘Performing any duty does not suit in any manner’) - ‘How is 
this proper ?’ - an answer remains to be given. For that purpose 
this present Karika is forwarded. 

Brahmatman Himself is Samadhi ; this truth has been 
already stated, is it not so ? For that reason alone in such 
Brahmaswarupa there is no ‘ Graha ’ (grasping) ; nor ‘ Utsarga ’ 
(giving up). Where there is change or an object of change, there 
is such Loukika (empirical) or Vaidika (scriptural) transaction. 
There may be activities like Hana (giving up) or Upadana (ac¬ 
quisition) ; but in Brahman who is Sarvavyavaharatita (transcend¬ 
ing all empirical transactions) both those transactions cannot 
possibly exist. For, apart from Brahman who is Advitiya there 
cannot possibly be any cause for change ; Brahman Itself also 
is not having any mutations. Therefore, here both Hana and 
Upadana do not exist - this is the implication here. In this 
Brahman there is no worry or anxiety whatsoever ; for, since the 
mind has become no-mind and there being no external object at 
all for Jnana (Pure Consciousness) ; it (i.e., the unind) has 
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become Atmasamstha, meaning, it has become one with Atman 
i.e. it has attained the Atmarupa or essential nature of Pure 
Consciousness. 

EXAMINATION OF VIJNANAVADINS’ THEORY 

Here Vijnanayadins like Vasubandhu etc. say that : 

W <RTI R5ld cKlW^ll’ - (Trimshika 

- 28) - according to this Trimshikavachana - ‘When Vijnana 
(intellectual awareness) does not have any Grahya (object to 
conceive) that remains in a purely Vijhanarupa (of the form of 
intellectual awareness) ; in Samadhi because Vijnana (Intelli¬ 
gence) does not have any Alambana (object) - none whatsoever 

- then it becomes pure Vijnana alone’ - this is the doctrine of 
Vijnanavadins belonging to ‘Yogachara’ school. But this opinion 
is not in consonance with reasoning. For, in the doctrine of the 
Vijnanavadins there is no Grahya (object) whatsoever apart from 
Vijnana in reality ; they have accepted that Vijnana experiences 
itself by itself, is it not so ? It being so, how at all even in 
Samadhi Vijnana cannot have any object ? Vijnana has been 
called ‘Vijnana’ because it invariably has a Grahyamsha (aspect 
of grasping an object) of the form of Vijheya (object of knowl¬ 
edge) indeed. Therefore, if it is stated that it (i.e., Vijnana) does 
not have any Grahya, they will have to perforce accept that its 
Vijhanatwa (the capability of being aware of anything) itself will 
vanish. It being so, to imagine that Vijnana, which is Kriyarupa 
(of the nature of action) and of Grahakaikaswabhava (the 
exclusive essential nature of comprehending or grasping), 
becomes Nirvishesha (without any special features) in Samadhi 
is analogous to saying that for a river there exists a particular 
state of not flowing or moving. A river means a phenomenon 
of the essential nature of flowing. It being so, how at all can it 
acquire Sthiratwa (steadiness, immovable or motionless state) ? If 
it acquires such a state, does it not amount to its destruction 
itself ? Therefore, in this Chapter there is no scope, even the 
least bit, for ‘ Vijhanamatratavada' (theory of pure Vijnana exist¬ 
ing by itself). Because Vijnana or Chitta (mind) is Vikalpita 
(misconceived) in Atman, who is the Witnessing Consciousness 
for even Vijnana - which has many special features like being 
bom, getting destroyed, manifoldness etc. - as also who is 
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Kutastharupa (of the essential nature of Transcendental Reality), 
when the mind becomes Atmasamstha owing to Atmasatyanubodha 
- meaning when the Intuitive Knowledge that - ‘Atman alone is 
the Absolute Reality’ - dawns or accrues, then Jnana becomes 
‘Atmasamstha’ - this is the implicit meaning of the third part 

of the Karika. 

CONCLUSION OF AJATIVADA 

So far what was stated, viz., “Although Atmaswarupa is 
eternally Aja, Advaya and Amrita alone, from the viewpoint of 
the Ajiias (ignorant people) That also appears to be bom ; 

therefore it was stated : - meaning, 

‘Because It is eternally of the essential nature of not getting bom 
and It is of the essential nature of being without any changes of 
increase or decrease whatever ; only if this truth is cognized one 
gets Akarpanya (absence of helplessness or destitution) ; how it 
is I will tell 5 - (2-2) - thus what was stated in the beginning was 
established on the strength of Srutivakyas and Yukti ; now here 

with the fourth part of the Karika, viz. *3T»nfcT tPtoi it is 

being concluded. 

What was described so far as Atmasatyanubodha is itself 
Akarpanya ; all else is Karpanya, a subject-matter of people who 
have supenmposed upon themselves Dinatwa (helplessness, des¬ 
titution) - thus it has been stated here. For that reason alone, in 

the Manusmiiti it has been stated : I 

f? fHl WI II’ - (Manu 12-93), meaning - 

“Cognizing this Tattwa alone is the cause for * Janmasaphalya 
(fulfilment of Life’s purpose) for man, especially a Brahmin. One 
who attains this alone is called a Kritakritya (one having fulfilled 
Life’s purpose), as also Dwija (twice-born).” 

fawifif IRWl IIVUI 

Meaning : “This- has become popular (famous) as 
‘Asparshayoga’. This is something not being seen by any 
Yogins. Although it is fearless, Yogins, seeing fear in it, are 
afraid of it.” 
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FEAR ABOUT ATMAJNAN4 FOR THOSE 
WHO ARE NOT QUALIFIED 

Thus this Paramarthadarshana (Intuition of the Transcenden¬ 
tal Reality of the Self) is capable of yielding Samadhi (equipoise 
of the mind, Amanibhava) which is Achala (immutable), Abhaya 
(fearless). This has been called ‘Asparshayoga’ - meaning, Yoga 
devoid of any relationship whatsoever with anything second to It 
- in the Upanishads. In the Upanishadic sentences like - “Oh 
Maitreyi, I am not saying anything which is confusing, deluding. 
This Atman is Avinashi (indestructible) ; He has no quality or 
nature whatsoever of being extirpated or eradicated. When Jfiana 
accrues, since the relationship or association with Bhutamatras 
(primordial elements) is lost (He has no particular knowledge of 
the type - ‘I am so and so’)” - (Bri. Ma. 4-3-14, 15) ; “If He 
is cognized, there is no more taint of the demerit or defect of 
the form of Dharma (merit) and Adhartna ('demerit)” - (Bri. 4- 
4-23) ; “That this Atman is Mahanta (supreme) and Aja (birthless). 
He is Ajara (undecaying), Amrita (immortal), Abhaya (fearless), 
verily Brahman ; Brahman is fearless, is it not so ? He who 
cognizes this truth in this manner, he becomes verily fearless 
Brahman” - (Bri. 4-4-25) etc. - it has been propounded that when 
Atmajfiana accrues to a seeker he has verily become Advitiya 
Brahman, devoid of any Sparsha (touch or taint) of anything else 
whatsoever. 

Even so, this cannot be acquired by those who do not have 

r 

attained the Jfiana expounded in the Vedanta Sastra. Ajnanis - 
meaning, those who are having identification with Parichhinnajnaua 
(the distinctive knowledge) of the type of ‘misconceiving’ Atman 
to be the object for the T-concept - when they listen to this topic 
of Yoga of the form of this Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge) which 
is Nirbhaya (fearless), they become afraid thinking that - “When 
this Jnana accrues, since the Atmarupa (nature of Self) of the 
empirical form of T itself vanishes, it amounts to the destruction 
of Atman (one's own being).’ 5 The experience of the type - 
4 Aliam ’ (I-concept) - even this form is not there for Atman in 
deep sleep ; then, without there being any grief or misery 
whatsoever, Paramanandaprapti (attainment of supreme Bliss) 
itself is attained. This truth is there invariably in everyone’s 
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experience indeed. Although they are seeing or witnessing this 
daily as their experience, the common seekers or practitioners of 
spiritual disciplines are afraid of ‘Asparshayoga’ which is of the 
essence of this Samyajjnana (Intuitive Knowledge), fearing, that 
- “If Amanasta (Amanibhava) is attained, I myself will get 
destroyed or will die !” This is the intended, implicit meaning 
here. 

‘ASPARSHAYOGA’ IS NOT 
ANY SPECIAL KIND OF YOGA 

Here in this context, some people are deluded to think or 
believe that a particular type of Yoga (related to Patanjala Yoga 
. practices) called ‘Asparsha Yoga’ is taught. But for those who 
have discerned facts about the real purport of the Prakarana as 
also the earlier and later spiritual instructions (i.e. in what context 
this Yoga is taught) it will become clearly understood as to 
which Yoga has not been taught, and that the Darshana 
(Intuitive Experience) of Aja-Advaya-Paramartha Tattwa alone 
has been called by the name of ‘Yoga’ - that is all. Just as 
when we are awake there is Sparsha (touch, contact) with exter¬ 
nal objects or phenomena, in the Yoga Samadhi (trance as taught 
in Patanjala Yoga philosophy) there is no contact whatsoever 
with the external objects, is it not so ? In the same way, this 
is not a Samadhi Vishesha (special kind of trance) devoid of any 
contact or touch with external things ; in truth, this is verily 
the essential nature of Aja-Advaya Atmatattwa. In order to 
signify that this has no birth or destruction at all, Samyajjnana 
(Intuitive Knowledge of the Self, Pure Being-Consciousness) 
has been called ‘Asparsha Yoga’. The other Y5ga types - let 
it be of any duration of being without any contact with external 
objects - it is invariably Kalaparicchinna (distinctive in time, an 
event in time) ; such Yoga Samadhi having been attained by 
anyone - whosoever he may be - the fathomless depth or 
sublimity of this Asparsha Yoga (of Vedantic spiritual 
science) of the nature of ‘Samyajjnana’ is not known ; thus 
in order to eulogise the greatness of this Jnana the commonplace 
variety of Yoga has been criticised here ; thus it should be 
reckoned. 
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11. FOR ATTAINMENT OF ATMAJNANA THE 
DEVICE CALLED ‘MANONIGRAHA’ 

TT*Jl ^ 11Yo 11 

Meaning : “For Y5gins by means of Nigraha (com¬ 
plete hescission of identification) with the mind alone 
Abhaya (fearlessness), Dubkha-kshaya (destruction of 
misery), Jnana (Intuitive Knowleldge of the Self), Aksbaya 
Shanti (indestructible Bliss) - all these accrue.” 

THE SEEKER SHOULD ATTAIN ATMAJNANA 
BY MEANS OF MANONIGRAHA ALONE 

“Those people - who are endowed with an excellent 
viewpoint (Uttama Drishti) and to whom neither the mind 
nor the senses etc. really exist at all apart from Atman who 
is of the essential nature of Aja-Advaya-Brahman, and who 
have gained conviction that all those phenomena are, just like 
the snake (appearing) in the rope, imagined in Atman - since 
they have Intuited the truth that - ‘Brahman of the very 
essence of Nitya Shudda Buddha Mukta is verily myself - b> 
means of Atmasatyanubodha, and since the Aksbayashanii 
(eternal Bliss) called ‘Moksha’ is established in their very 
essence of Being - for such people there is no Sadhana 
(spiritual practice) whatsoever that remains to be practised” 
- (3-36) - thus we have stated, is it not so ? 

Different from such people with superior viewpoint, those 
people who have adopted a Sadhanamarga (path of spiritual 
practice) and are endowed with low-grade or middle-grade 
viewpoints - meaning, people who have believed that - “Apart 
from Atlnan but associated with Atman there exists a thing 
called ‘Manas’ (mind;” - and lor that reason alone getting 
disturbed by the fickleness and waywardness of the mind, 
they are desiring to get rid oi the sense of identification with 
the body seen in the manner - ‘I am verily the body, the 
senses etc.’ - to all such Yogins (seekers of spiritual solace) 
who are not having the benefit of Atmasatyanubodha the 
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great fruit of Abhaya (fearlessness) can be attained exclu¬ 
sively by Manonigraha. 

In this Chapter for the sake of such Manda-Madhyama- 
Drishti people ‘Manonigraha’ form of spiritual practice will be 
instructed in order that they may achieve Amanasta state and 
attain Nishtha (fully rooted, established state) in Advaitatman. 
Those who are endowed with Atmasatyanubodha - since they are 
Kritartha (those who have achieved the fulfilment of Life’s purpose) 
and since for them Manonigraha is self-established and hence 
readily available, this is verily a Lakshana (a significant hallmark) 
for them. In fact, what is Lakshana for Kritarthas - that alone 
is recommended as a Sadhana for the rest of the seekers by 
the Sastra. For, the others have to perforce acquire through 
concerted efforts alone. Hence, here also for the benefit of those 
who wish to attain Atmajnana by the device of Manonigraha its 
methodical details are being taught. 

(Objection) : Sadhana of the type of Chittanirodha (re¬ 
straint or cessation of the mental functions) etc. has been taught 
in the Yogasbastra (Patanjali’s school of philosophy), is it not 
so ? If that itself is practised here, merely on that count does 
it not amount to procuring or providing a Sadhana for Atma¬ 
jnana ? In that case, here once again why should Manonigraha 
be taught ? 

(Solution) : Not so. For, Patanjala Yoga is a device for 
mere Nirodha (restraint, suppression) of Chittavritti (mental con¬ 
cepts) ; therefore, it does not culminate or achieve its fruitition 
in Advaitatma Darshana (Intuitive Experience of non-dual Pure 
Being-Consciousness of the Self). The Sruti (i.e., the whole 
gamut of Upanishadic lore) is affirming that apart from 
Vedic Atmaikatwa Darshana by no other means Moksha can 
be attained at all. Therefore, for that Jnana as a device Vedic 
Dhyana (contemplation) alone has been taught in the Upanishads. 
That Dhyana has other names like ‘Adhyatma Yoga’ etc. also. 
That alone has been instructed by the name of ‘Manonigraha’ 
and not the Dhyana that has been taught in Yogashastra at 
all ; for, that has perforce to culminate, end up in Dvaita 
invariably. Not being opposed to Vedas, those aids like Asanas 
etc. which are useful for this ‘Manonigraha’ and which are taught 
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by the followers of Yogadarshana (i.e., Patanjali’s Yoga philoso¬ 
phy) - since using those aids is proper here too - by that 
selective adoption there is no harm done at all. It should be 
discerned that although Manonigraha has been instructed here in 
this manner, because it has been instructed to the low-grade and 
middle-grade qualifiers invariably keeping in view the Avidyakalpita 
Dvaita (duality projected by or conjured up by ignorance) which 
is universally popular, this teaching will not cause any hindrance 
whatsoever to Aja-Advaita tenet. 

BENEFITS ACCRUING FROM MANONIGRAHA 

Let this incidental topic be kept aside. In this Karika the 
answer to the question - “What are the benefits accruing from 
this Manbnigraha ?” - is provided..Because as long as the mind 
exists the Dvaitadarshana (appearance of duality) invariably ex¬ 
ists, fear is unavoidable ; but by the Nigraha (full renunciation 
of identification) with the mind - (a) fear will be got rid of. 
Similarly, for the seekers (b) Duhkhakshaya (riddance from or 
destruction of grief) also will accrue from Mandnigraha alone, 
and (c) Atmajiiana also will accrue from this Manonigraha. The 
belief that the mind belongs to, or is associated with, Atman is 
caused by Mithyabhimana (wrong or misconceived identification) 
only ; therefore, if the mind is fully conquered this Dvaita 
disappears ; (d) Advaitatmajnana also will be gained. In the same 
way, (e) Akshayashanti (eternal Bliss) - Moksha or Liberation by 
this nomenclature also will be attained by means of the 
Manonigraha alone. Because Manonigraha is a Sadhana (spiritual 
exercise, practice), the Moksha that is caused, engendered by a 
Sadhana will be rendered Anitya (non-eternal), is it not so ? - 
thus we should not doubt. For, Manonigraha does not at all 
mean fully conquering (Nigraha) a mind which really exists ; 
on the other hand, it means : Although Atmatattwa is Advitiya 
alone, due to Avidya a misconceived identification (Mithyabhimana) 
that a mind which exists apart from Atman is associated with or 
tagged on to Atman is entertained. Therefore, an effort to get 
rid of that mind with a false appearance is itself called 
‘Manonigraha’. Hence, there is no possibility whatsoever of any 
harm being caused to Advaitasiddhanta merely by the Sadhand - 
padesha (instruction of a spiritual practice). 
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ii^ii 

Meaning : “Just as the siphoning or measuring out of 
the sea, drop by drop, by means of the tip of a blade of grass, 
in the same way (by means of a relentless effort) without 
any disgust or tedium the Nigraha (conquering) of the mind 
will ensue.” 

(A) FOR MANONIGRAHA NOT ALLOWING THE MIND TO GET 
DIMINISHED IN VIGOUR OR TO DECAY AS A DEVICE 

To the question - “How can this Manonigraha be 
achieved ?” - the answer is : By means of a steady, steadfast 
attempt - analogous to drying up a sea of all its water by pouring 
it out drop by drop by the tip of a blade of grass (i.e., seemingly 
impossible Herculean task) - of not allowing the mind to get 
disgusted and without allowing it to sag or decay by means of 
such a supreme concerted effort the mind will become fully 
possessed, conquered, as it were. For that reason alone in the 
Bhagavadgita (6-25) it is stated : “By means of an intellect fully 
gripped by Dhriti (alertness, awareness) one should step by step 
recede within unto oneself’ ; “That Yoga should be practised by 
means of a Chitta (mind) without any disgust, tedium” - (6-23). 

■aqi^r i 

Tjtwsi -3d q<eii d>i4l in^n 

Meaning : “One should hold firmly the mind which is 
spread out (i.e., drawn out and scattered by distractions) in 
Kamabhogas (manifold desires and enjoyments). If it merges 
or disappears and becomes Suprasanna (goes to sleep), it has 
to be Nigrabita (fully controlled and awakened) . Just like 
Kama (desire), similarly Laya (merger) too (is a hindrance).” 

(B) METHOD OF GETTING RID OF LAYA AND VIKSHEPA 

Merely making an effort without any disgust is not 
enough ; if the mind gets Vikshipta (distracted or disturbed) 
either by any desire or by the enjoyment of an object of desire 
or if it gets spread out and squanders its faculties, then that mind 
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should be brought under full control (Nigraha), meaning, should 
be tied down to the Self and it should be subdued. And if the 
mind gets into Laya, meaning deep sleep in which it becomes 
Suprasanna (merged), then that mind - to wit, if the mind without 
any contact either with the objects or the senses becomes un¬ 
ruffled, undisturbed, gets stabilised in the Pure Consciousness 
(Self) and becomes clear or pure devoid of any thoughts, iden¬ 
tifications etc. - then that sort of a pure mind should be gripped 
firmly. If it is asked : “When it gets clear why should it be 
controlled ?” - the answer is : “Just as Kama (desire) is a 
hindrance to this Yoga, in the same manner if it gets Laya 
(merged in sleep), then also it becomes a hindrance indeed ; for, 
Laya is the cause for Vikshepa (distraction). Therefore, just as 
the mind which has been distracted, disturbed due to Kama has 
to be controlled, the mind having a proclivity towards Laya 
(getting merged in sleep) also should perforce be controlled. This 
is the implicit meaning here. 

SR «n<f 3 wjfir 11*311 

Meaning : “Realizing the truth that everything is Duhkha 
alone, (the mind) should be turned away from Kama (desire) 
and Bhoga (enjoyment) ; if it is cognized that everything is 
Aja (birthless) alone, then nothing that is bom is seen.” 

(C) GETTING RID OF KAMA (DESIRE) BY MEANS OF 
PRACTICE OF VAIRAGYA (RENUNCIATION) AND 
JNANA (INTUITIVE KNOWLEDGE) 

By an Upaya (subtle ruse, device) the mind should be fully 
controlled - (3-42) - thus it was stated, is it not so ? Which is 
that subtle ruse ? - this fact is being stated here. After ratioci¬ 
nating or ruminating over the subtle tmth - “All duality, diversity 
is invariably misery only” - in our mind and cognizing it with 
complete conviction, we should withdraw the mind from Kama 
and Bh5ga. In fact, all Dvaita is the Vilasa (pastime or diver- 

_ r 

sion) alone of Avidya. The following Srutis signify that Dvaita 
is the effect, projection of Avidya : “Where it appears as though 
there exists another object there one will see another” - (Bri. 
4-3-31). “(In the dream it appears as though) someone is beating 
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me as also captivating me” - (Bri. 4-3-20) etc. From the Smritis 
it becomes known that Dvaita is the cause for Duhkha. “Oh 
Kounteya (son of Kunti), the enjoyments or pleasures that accrue 
from Vishayasparsha (contact with external objects) are verily the 
cause for Duhkha ; in those things which have a beginning and 
an end a Vivekin does not take delight” - (Gita 5-22) - such 
Smritis can be exemplified here. In this world the truth that from 
Adhyatmika (internally within the body), Adhibhoutika (external 
objects) etc. Kanias (desires), Bhogas (enjoyments) giving rise to 
their respective Duhkhas (miseries), which are unavoidable, are 
known to be caused to each one of us indeed ; in the same way, 
we can imagine or infer that in other worlds too enjoyments are 
the cause for Duhkha alone. The purport implicit in the Gita 
sentence is : Not only during the period of enjoyment alone 
but also before they accrue we suffer from an anxiety of the 
type that - ‘They have not yet been acquired’ - as also after 
they are lost or gone we suffer from resentment of the type 
that - ‘They are not there now’ - thus they are the causes 
for Duhkha alone. Bringing all these facts to our mind if we 
feel a sense of Vairagya (renunciation), then the mind remains 
without opting for Bhoga. Another device for Manonigraha is 
the Jnana Abhyasa (repeated practice of Intuitive Knowl¬ 
edge), which is nothing but constantly remembering or ratio¬ 
cinating the Sastraic instructions along with the Yuktis men¬ 
tioned in this Prakarana to cognize the truth - “All this is 
verily Aja-Advaya Brahman” ; by means of this Jnanabhyasa 
we attain the conviction or sense of certitude that there is no 
worthwhile object for the mind at all, and the hankering after 
Kama and Bhoga will disappear. 

There is a marked distinction between the Jnanabhyasa 
mentioned here and the Abhyasa that is taught in Patanjala 
Yoga. There in Patanjala Yoga an Abhyasa (repeated practice) of 
Satvika Ekagrata (mental equipoise of the quality of Satva) being 
repeated often endowed with the Samskara (mental proclivity, 
refinement) of the Niroaha (suppression) of Chittavritti (mental 
thoughts or concepts) ; but here in Vedantic teaching although 
Dvaita appears as real, in reality all this is verily Aja-Advaya 
Brahman - thus Abhyasa of Jnana born out of Sastra-Acharya 
instructions has been signified. It is true that this Abhyasa is 
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not Sulabhasadhya (easily to be attained) for everyone. Even so, 
as being taught now step by step we should merge the senses, 
the mind, the intellect one into the other in that order and finally 
we should endeavour to get established in Brahman alone of the 
essential nature of Aja-Advaya-Atman. The Adhvatma Yoga 
mentioned in the Kathopanishad. the Dhyana Yoga taught in the 
sixth chapter of Gita are the Sadhanas meant for this Aja- 
Advaya-Atmajnana alone. Only the external aspects of Asana 
(posture) etc. mentioned in Patanjala Yoga are helpful here also ; 
this fact we have mentioned previously itself. 

4 

eft I 

wtft a i iv*i i 

Meaning : “If it gets merged, the mind should be 
woken up. If it becomes distracted or disturbed, then once 
again the mind should be brought under control. We should 
cognize that (mind) which is associated with Kashaya 
(the potent or latent Vasanas or proclivities attached to 
external objects) and if it attains equipoise, then it should 
not be disturbed, shaken up.” 

(D) EXAMINATION OF LAYAVASTHA (STATE OF MERGER) 

Thus even after avoiding, or escaping from, Vikshepa, there 
is a chance of the Chitta (mind) getting into the sleep state and 
thereby getting Laya (merged) due to the potency of the seed 
form of Avidya, Kama etc. ; because that is also the cause for 
Anartha (undesirable miseries), then the mind should be woken 
up, activated. The principle reasons for the mind to get into sleep 
are : (i) insufficient sleep ; (ii) food not being digested and 
remaining in the stomach ; (iii) exhaustion - from these, as also 
(iv) neglecting Vivekabhyasa (practice of Intuitive deliberation, 
discrimination) without putting in concerted efforts. Therefore, 
having enough sleep, eating Satvika food which is quickly 
digestible observing frugality, not doing any work which is 
too strenuous - all these features being introduced in our life 
style and routine, constantly practising Vivekabhyasa we should 
keep our mind alert and attentive - this is the implicit mean¬ 
ing of the Karika. 
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If we observe properly and deeply, in the Sushuptavastha 
Jiva has become one with (merged in) Aj a-Advaya-Atman’s 
Swarupa. The Sruti describes this as : “Just like pure water He 
is clear, Advitiya (non-dual), Sakshichaitanya (Witnessing Pure 
Consciousness), Ekaswarupa (of the essential nature of unity). Oh 
Emperor, this alone is the Brahmaloka - said Yajnavalkya” - (Bri. 
4-3-22). It further explains : “For this Jiva this alone is the 
Paramagati (Supreme Absolute state), this alone is his Paramasampat 
(extraordinary wealth), this alone is his Paramaloka (Supreme 
Transcendental abode) ; this alone is his Paramananda (Absolute 
Bliss), from one part of this Reality the rest of the creatures are 
thriving” - (Bri. 4-3-32). Even so, merely by deep sleep no one 
ever acquires Paramapurushartha (the Absolute Supreme Goal of 
Life, i.e., Moksha). For, since all Jivas are becoming one with 
Brahmaswarupa quite naturally without finally, consummately 
getting rid of Avidya by cognizing (Intuiting) Brahmaswarupa, 
they are waking up again and again in their respective Jiva Rupas 
in accordance with their respective Karmas. From this view- 

f 

point alone in the Sri Badarayana’s Vedanta Sutras it is written : 

(Ved. Sutra 2-3-31), meaning - “Just 

as the Pumstwa (manliness), which invariably was latent in the 
childhood, manifested itself in the youth state - the association 
with Buddhi, which invariably existed in a seed form in the deep 
sleep state, once again manifests itself in the waking.” Therefore, 
from the standpoint of the practitioners who wish to practise and 
attain Manonigraha to get Laya (merged in deep sleep) also is 
verily a defect. 

Thus when there is Layaprapti (acquisition of sleep) even 
after the mind is woken up once again it may get Vikshipta 
(distracted, disturbed) ; then as stated previously with the aid of 
Vairagya and Abhyasa again and again the mind should be 
brought into equipoise. 

(E) KASHAYA PARIHARA 

Even when both Laya and Vikshepa are not there, and 
when a state, which is in between these extreme states, is ac¬ 
quired the mind may be Sakashaya, meaning embedded in or 
associated with the seed of latent impressions of previous plea¬ 
sures or enjoyments ; even then, with the help of devices like 
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Viveka, Abhyasa, Vairagya - the mind should be purified, cleansed 
of its dross. 

(F) ACQUISITION OF EQUIPOISE IS DESIRABLE 

The mind which is rid of these three defects (viz. Laya, 
Vikshepa and Kashaya) is fit to acquire ‘Samaprapti’ - meaning, 
it is turning towards equipoise ; then if it is stabilized without 
disturbing it, in due course it acquires Atmarupa (the essential 
nature of the Self as Pure Being-Consciousness-Bliss). This has 

been stated in Karika (3-37) : ^*nftc<i<ril3«FT:\ 

This Karika sentence has been written by Sri Gaudapada- 
charya following a sentence of Maitreyanatha in his work 

called ‘MahayanasOtralahkara’ which runs like : eft-T faxIFT 

< |C u (l<ilg*d which is also 

accepted by Yogacharas (Buddhists) - Thus the author of 
‘Agamashastra’, Sri Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has surmised. 
But the ‘Shama’ of Chitta that the Buddhists have acknowledged 

f 

is ‘Nasha’ (destruction) ; in the present context what Sri Gaudapada 
has propounded is Aja-Advaya-Atmajnana ; there is no relation¬ 
ship whatsoever between these two approaches or viewpoints. 

Here ‘Samaprapta’ is the correct text ; for, in the Karika (3-2) 

‘aHlftlUHdi - it is proclaimed that - “We are stating Aja- 
Atmatattwa which is immutable (devoid of any distinctions like 
increase and decrease).” 

cT? TT5RT I 

ll'uqil 

Meaning : “The happiness that is acquired there should 
not be tasted ; without having any association or contact one 
should be fully aware (with Pure Consciousness) ; if the non¬ 
vibrating or still mind goes out outwardly, by a concerted 
effort it should be brought back and unified with (merged in) 
Pure Consciousness.” 

(G) GETTING RID OF SUKHASVADA 

Thus, if by means of Vishayavairagya we manage to see 
that the mind does not become extroverted and practise 
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Vivekabhyasa, then in the mind, which is directed towards the 
(innermost essence of Being) Self, if the Kashaya also is got rid 
of, then it will become fit for Samaprapti (equipoise). Here at this 
stage it appears as though all the defects or impurities are 
removed and the practitioner is likely to be deluded that that state 
itself is the one essential nature of Sukha. But discerning in the 
manner - “This Siikhabhasa (a mere reflection of happiness) is 
projected by Sattwaguna, conjured up by Avidya which is devoid 
of Vivechana (discrimination) between Vishaya and Vishayi” - he 
should remain without association with it. In this Sukhabhasa 
(reflection of Bliss) which accrues at the beginning of Samadhi, 
only after we give up our association the mind attains Ekibhava 
(unity, consummate merger) in Atman, who is the really real 
Anandarupa (nature of Pure Biiss). 

(H) ESTABLISHING THE MIND IN ATMAN ALONE 

Thus even after all kinds of hindrances, impediments (im¬ 
purities) are removed, the mind abruptly - by virtue of (due to) 
some remnants of previous latent impressions - may wander out 
towards the external objects of the world at large. Then again by 
a concerted effort it should be made to merge in the Self alone 

and stay put there. ^ I ddWcft 

^ II* (Gita 6-26) - meaning - “Whenever due 
to external objects like the Shabda, Sparsha etc. the mind wavers 
and wanders out, then and there by means of Vivechana (dis¬ 
crimination) decide that it is all Avidyaka (conjured up by igno¬ 
rance) and drag the mind back, as it were, towards the Self and 
establish it there.” This fs verily the implicit purport of Bhagavan 
in the Gita verse. 

(12) BRAHMABHAVA (SENSE OF UNITY WITH 
BRAHMAN) ALONE IS THE FRUIT OF 

MANONIGRAHA 

efaft fart ^ fafsyuicl Tpr: I 

fro?? w in^n 

Meaning : “When the mind remains without getting 
merged, but without again getting distracted outwardly, with- 
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out any vibration, without any Abhasa (reflection of anything) 
whatsoever, then it has verily become Brahman.” 

IF BY MEANS OF MANONIGRAHA THE MIND BECOMES 

PRASHANTA (EXTREMELY QUIESCENT) THEN IT IS 

BRAHMATWAPRAPTI 

By virtue of Viveka-Vairagya, as mentioned before, without 
giving any scope for Vikshepa, after waking up the mind which 
has got Laya (sleep), without shaking even the least bit, without 
getting any Abhasa either of the external or the internal objects 

- if the mind rests still in that supreme state, then it should be 
reckoned to have become one with Bralmian (the Transcendental 
Reality). In this Karika though Kashayatyaga (giving up latent 
proclivities of past pleasures) has not been mentioned, on the 
strength and authority of the previous texts that too can be safely 
included. Just as a person realizes the truth that what was ap¬ 
pearing as a snake is really, in its essence, a rope only, the Jiva 
giving up his separated, distinctive form as an entity, attains 
Amanibhava, then he remains in his essential nature of Paramartha 
Brahmatma Rupa. This is the implicit meaning of the Karika. As 
stated previously in (3-32) that by means of Atmasatyanubodha 
the mind becomes ‘no-miud’, by means of this device of 
‘Manonigraha' also that very same ‘Amanasta’ - meaning, Intu¬ 
iting quite clearly as a profound transcendental Plenary Experi¬ 
ence of that Ultimate Brahmatmaswarupa - will be realized.. 

MARKED DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE FRUIT OF 
MANONIGRAHA AND ASAJVIPRAJNATA SAMADHI 

In the Yogashastra (of Patanjali Rishi), according to the 
method of Chittanirodha taught by it, all the thoughts (Vrittis) 
disappear and the mind being endowed with the remnants of 

Samskaras attains ‘Asamprajnata Samadhi’. In the Sadhana 

/ 

called ‘Manonigraha’ in that Sastra, it has been propounded that 
by the three devices, viz. (a) Dharana, meaning to stabilise the 
mind in a special region (Deshavishesha) ; (b) Dhyana - there 
in that region alone keeping the mind in one and the same form 
(uninterruptedly like Taila Dhara, or stream of oil) ; (c) Samadhi 

- there in that region itself the mind appeals as though it is not 
existing in its very essence - the ‘Asamprajnatasamadhi’ is 
attained. 
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fested as Brahman” - is it not so ? This Brahmananda is not, 
like the Vishayasukha, something that culminates in Duhkha ; nor 
is it that which appears as ‘ Kritrimasukha' (deceptive happiness) 
prior to acquiring or going into Samadhi (trance) ; for, it is one 
which manifests itself by virtue of Atmasatyanubddha. 
‘Manonigraha’ means not only keeping the existing mind in 
full control, but also the mind after acquiring Amanibhava 
finding its culmination in Atmasatyanubddha alone. By means 
of that ‘Bodha’ alone this Sukha (Bliss) will become our Intuitive 
Experience (Anubbava) ; for, it is i Svastha > (still, quiet), to wit, 
in Its essential nature of the Self It has remained still and 
steady ; It is ‘Shanta’ meaning. It exists in a form in which all 
the ‘Anartha Prapancha ’ (the whole gamut of the miseries of the 
world of duality) is destroyed ; It is ‘Sanirvana’, meaning, It 
exists in the essential nature of Kaivalya (Transcendental Real¬ 
ity) ; since It is Advaita (non-dual) It is Shivarupa (of the 
essence of auspiciousness) ; It is also ‘Akathya’, meaning, It 
cannot be determined in the maimer - “It is such and such” - 
and be described or signified by any word as It is of 
Nirvisheshaswarupa (of the essential nature which is devoid of 
any special features or characteristics) ; It is ‘Uttamasukha’ ; It 

is the Ananda (Bliss) which is Intuitively experienced by superior 

* 

type of Yogis who are totally immersed in Aja-Advaita- 
Anusandhana (Intuitive practice of getting established in birthless 
non-dual Self of the essential nature of Pure Being-Conscious¬ 
ness-Bliss). It is non-different from ‘ Jneyabrahma’ (Brahman to 
be known through the Upanishadic teachings) who is verily our 
own Swarupa devoid of birth ; It is ‘Sarvajna’ (omniscient) ; 
since It is everything and Nitya Chaitanyarupa, that Sukha is 
Brahman alone - thus the Brahmajnanis affirm. The Sruti state¬ 
ment : “That which is Vijnana and Ananda is verily Brahman” 
- (Bri. 3-9-27-7), as also the Smriti sentence expressed by Shri 

Krishna Bhagavan : ‘tRjrRPPW «i)Ph I 

II’ - (Gita 6-27) - meaning, “For the Dhyanayogi 
who has beco'me one with Atman the Rajoguna has completely 
vanished ; he has verily become Brahman ; he is Nishkalmasha 
(devoid of any impurity whatsoever) ; he gets immensely great 
S ukha ”, - is in -truth this very state of the Jnani. In the sixth 
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On the other hand, here in Sri Gaudapada*s Advaita Vedanta, 

r 

because on the strength of the spiritual instructions by both Sastra 
and the Acharya, the practitioner examines Intuitively Vastutattwa 
(the Ultimate Reality in Its Transcendental, Absolute essence) 
Itself, the Jiiana (Intuitive Knowledge) of the type - “Everything 
is- verily Brahman” - accrues. Therefore, between both these 
Sadhanas and their respective Phalas (fruits) there exists a great 
distinction. Even so, neglecting this marked difference some 
adherents of Vyakhyana Vedanta Prasthana (method of ap- 

r 

proach of the post-Sankara commentators) calling themselves 
Advaitins (Vedantins) are asserting that ‘Sravana’, ‘Manana’, 
‘Nididhyasana’ taught in the Srutis are verily ‘Dharana’, 
‘Dhyana’ and ‘Samadhi, respectively, and that ‘Darshana’ 
means ‘Samadhi’ alone. Here because Atman is Sakshat (di¬ 
rectly, immediately) Aparoksha (Intuitively) Brahman' alone, 
there is no scope whatsoever for ‘ Atmasakshatkara* (materiali¬ 
sation of the Self) - this eternal truth they have forgotten. It 
becomes very clear from the Badarayana Vedanta Sutra (3-2- 
24) that what is taught therein as ‘Samradhana’ is not ‘Samyama’ 
that is propounded in Yogashastra (of Patahjali) which is evi¬ 
dently, unequivocally a Dvaita philosophy. This fact is clearly 
brought out in that Sutra-Bhashya itself. Therefore in this 
Prakarana ‘Brahmanishtha’ that is taught here is to be de¬ 
termined in the manner that it is just like for the Adhyardpita 
(superimposed or misconceived) snake, Nishpatii (birth, pro¬ 
jection) of Rajjwamsha (apparent reality lent, as it were, by 
the real rope) is imagined - following the Vedantic method¬ 
ology. 

?iRf i 

Kite 11 

Meaning : “This is quiescent, peaceful, endowed with 
liberation from mundane existence - thus having determined, 
it is being described (in the Sastra) that It is indescribable 
supreme Bliss, birthless, Abhinna (non-different) from a Jneya 
(known entity) which is Aja (unborn), Sarvajna (omniscient).” 

THE FRUIT OF MANONIGRAHA IS SWARUPANANDA 

In the previous Karika it has been stated : “Then it mani- 
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Mantra of Mandukyopanishad what is described as Turiyatma- 
sthiti should be compared with this opinion expressed in this 
Karika. 


(13) CONCLUSION OF AJATIVADA 

Uc4^ *iwj| irttll 

Meaning : “No Ji v a is bom ; such a contingency is not 
there at ail. In That in which there is not an iota of birth, That 
(Entity) alone is the Udamasalya profound Reality) indeed.” 

AJATABRAHMAN ALONE IS THE PARAMARTHASATYA 

Whatever has been stated so far bice Manonigraha, Srishti 
by means of illustrations of clay, metal etc.. Upasana - all these 
are mentioned as subtle devices to cognize, Intuit Paramarthasatya 
alone and, in truth, none of them are reaily real entities. For, then 
for reasons that : In the theory propounding that the mind should 
be fully controlled (Manonigraha) the difference of the type - the 
mind as a distinct entity apart from Atman ; the difference of - 
Ishwara who creates and the world that He creates ; the differ¬ 
ences of - the person who meditates, Upasana and Ishwara who 
is Upasitavya etc. - invariably exists - and thereby it will amount 
to saying those differences or distinctions themselves are 
Paramarthasatya and the Vedantic teaching of - “Brahman which 
is Aja, Advaya is alone the Paramartha (Absolute Reality)” - will 
be vitiated. But in the doctrine that all these are taught merely 
as devices to cognize Paramartha, they do not become 
Paramarthasatya at all ; all that is taught by the Sruti as a 
device over and over again and it reiterates that “That 
Atman who is negated in the manner - Not this, not that’ - 
is Itself this one” ; thus because the Sruti negates repeatedly in 

this manner - as it is stated in a part of the Karika (3-33), 

- the Aja-Advitiya-Atmatattwa alone will manifest Itself 
in the seeker's Intuitive Experience. 

It being so, what is ‘Paramarthasatya’ (the Absolute Truth) 
is : No Jiva is really bom ; nor the Karya Karanasanghata 
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(conglomeration of the body, the senses etc.) which is an adjunct 
for him is bom. We have already mentioned that - “At a few 
places the Jivasrishti (creation, birth of Jiva) which the Sruti has 
instructed is - just like the birth of Ghatakasha etc. - a Mayikajanma 
(illusory birth) and is mentioned as a device for the purpose of 
teaching the Tattwa to Jijnasus (seekers) of the low-grade intel¬ 
lect”. Therefore, for Atman who is by His very essential nature 
Aja - ‘ Sambhava ’ (a cause for His birth) - is not existing at all ; 
hence, the fact that - “No Jiva has birth” - is itself the Absolute 
truth (Paramartha). In the previous portion of the treatise among 
ail the Vyavaharikasatyas (empirical truths) mentioned as a de¬ 
vice t» signify the Tattwa the ‘ Uttamasatya' (the most profound 
truth) s : “In Brahman who is Satyaswarupa nothing in the least, 
even ai iota, is ever bom”. The Srutis like “The Real of the real 
- is Its name” - (Bri. 2-1-20) ; “That which is Satyam, Jnanam 
and Aiantam is verily Brahman” - (Tai. 2-11) - etc. are the 
authoriative sentences for this conclusion. 


IV ALATASHANTI PRAKARANA 

1 RELATIONSHIP (RELEVANCE) OF 

THIS CHAPTER 

THE GIST OF PREVIOUS CHAPTERS 

On the pretext of determining the meaning of Omkara in 
the first Prakarana it has been taught that - “Advaita alone is 
Paramartha (the Absolute Reality).” There it was instructed (spiri¬ 
tually) that - “Omkara, devoid of Matras (metres) or Padas 
(quarters), is verily Turyatman, who is not having any relation¬ 
ship with the qualities or special features of Atman, <?f the 
Avasthas like waking, dream, who is related to the Avaithas ; 
further that Turyatman alone is verily Advaitatman who is Shiva 
(auspicious, sacred).” In the second Prakarana this same mean¬ 
ing (purport) was established by proving on the basis of Yukti 
(reasoning) of the type - “All the internal and external objects 
or phenomena are ‘ Vitatha ’ meaning ‘false appearances’ aone”. 
There it was demonstrated that both the waking and the Iream 
are states of one and the same kind and therefrom i was 
established that - “All Dvaitavyavahara (transactions of ciality, 
diversity) is Avidyakalpita (projected, conjured up by igmrance) 
in Atman” ; thereby it was concluded that from all this it solves 
that - Advayatman (non-dual Self), who is Prapanchopashma (in 
whom the world of duality is completely merged), is Hmself 
verily Paramartha”. In the third Prakarana once more by means 
of Sastraic statements (teachings) and Yukti (Intuitive reasning) 
directly, meaning Intuitively, Advaita (non-dual Self) was deter¬ 
mined, There in the following order several important enets 

« — 

were revealed : (i) Though Jivas and their adjuncts of la/ya- 
karanasahghatas (conglomeration of the body* the senses tc.) - 
just like the Ghatakashas and Ghatas, like the objects seei in a 
dream - are appearing to be bom, that Janma is verily teyika 
(illusory) - this truth is explained ; (ii) the Srutivakyas /hich 
describe the Srishti (creation) are merely a device to sinify, 
teach the subtle truth of Atmaikya (unity of the Self) - indating 
these by means of Upapatti (reasoning) ; and thereby establhing 
the fact that the Srutis have the ultimate purport of teachinjAja- 
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Advaya-Brahman alone ; (iii) because the whole gamut of duality 
is merely Manodrishya (a projection of the mind), Advaita alone 
is the Uttamasatya (supreme, profound truth) ; (iv) Mandnigraha, 
Srishti, Upasana etc. are subtle devices which are merely 
Apckshikasatya (relatively true) - thus it is concluded. Anyway, 
thus in the previous three chapters through the doorway of 
Anvaya (comparison-agreement) it has been taught that Advaita 
alone is Paramartha. 

THE SALIENT TOPIC OF THIS PRAKARANA 
WORTH DELIBERATION 

Now in this fourth Prakarana through the doorway of 
Vyatireka (contreriety, contrast) also that very Tattwa is being 
established. For this Advaita Darshana the principal opponents 
arc* Sarikhyans etc. who are followers of Astikadarshana (philoso¬ 
phy which believes in the authority of the Sastra i.e., Vedas) as 
also Buddhists (who do not acknowledge Vedas as authoritative 
sources). Because they oppose one another in their arguments, 
Dvaita which gives full scope for Raga (attachment, affinity to 
one’s own philosophy and preceptor), Dwesha (hatred towards 
other schools of philosophy) and Klesha (miseries) is a 
Mithyadarshana (false, unreal spiritual precept) - this fact was 
indicated in the previous Chapter (3-17); because Advaita Darshana 
(non-dual philosophy) is not opposed to those philosophies and 
does not give any scope for any Kleshas, it is verily the 
Samyagdarshana (the correct, real spiritual philosophy) - thus this 
philosophy has been eulogised also (3-17, 3-18). Therefore, this 
Prakarana has been written to analyse in detail and refute the 
Dvaita Darshanas on the ground that since they are mutually 
opposed to one another they are not the correct (Samyag) Darshanas 
and thereby, by contrast, conclude that Advaita Darshana alone 
is the Samyagdarshana. 

THE AXIOMS THAT ARE UTILIZED IN THE CHAPTERS 

In the previous three Prakaranas for reasons like : (a) By 
an examination of Avasthatraya, Advaitatattwa alone is Paramartha 
and the rest of the Vikalpas (imaginations or misconceptions) are 
appearing each by leaving out another ; in states like Sushupti 
etc. their essential nature itself does not exist and hence they are 
shown to be Asatya (unreal) on the strength of Anubhava (In- 
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tuitive Experience) and (b) then it has been established that - 
“Advaita alone is Paramartha” - on the basis of Yukti in con¬ 
sonance with (or subsidiary to) Intuitive Experience - in those 
Chapters the axiom that is adopted is Vita (Anvaya, agreement) 
Nyaya (axiom) ; on the other hand, in this Chapter, for reasons 
that Dvaitins are arguing one against another and that nc one’s 
Yukti (reasoning) remains established or sustained, it is shown 
that Dvaita Darshana is not Yukti Yukta (in keeping with rea¬ 
soning) ; thereby the truth that - “Advaita alone is sustained” - 
is proved meaningfully ; hence it is said that here Avita (Vyatireka, 
contrast) Nyaya is utilized, that is all ; but it should not be 
misunderstood here that merely on the basis of Anvaya- Vyatireka- 
Anumana (inference based on the axiom of agreement and con¬ 
trast) - Advaita is established. Like the other Darshanas (schools 
of philosophy) here mere logic or reasoning is not believed ; in 
truth, Anubhava (Intuitive Experience) alone is important. 

WHY THIS NAME OF ALATASHANTI ? 

For this Prakarana the name ‘Alatashanti’ is given with a 
purport behind it. To wit, Alata (a firebrand, torch) - when it is 
being swung round, the light of the fire draws, as it were, various 
kinds of figures and all of them are appearing falsely indeed to 
create an illusion. When observed properly the light exists in its 
singular form always (i.e. devoid of any multiple, manifold shapes 
of light) and it has never any taint or touch whatsoever with 
those shapes or forms. Is it not so ? In the same way, although 
Atmatattwa, which is Aja, Advaita, appears to be bom, to move, 
to get divided into Grahya-Grahaka categories due to Avidya, 
from the Vidya Drishti It always (eternally) remains or subsists 
as Shanta, Shiva and Advaita. This truth is elucidated and estab¬ 
lished here. Anyway, thus through the device of showing the 
various defects found in other alien Darshanas, the eternal fact 
that - ‘Advaita Darshana is truly the Samyagdarshana’ - is being 
concluded and thus the name of - ‘Alatashanti Prakarana’ is a 
fitting nomenclature in all respects. 

2. MANGALACHARANA (INVOCATION) 
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Meaning : “I salute that Purushashreshtha (the greatest, 
holy man) who has cognized by means of Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge), which is like Akasha (empty space) and non- 
different from Jneya (the object of knowledge) those Dharman 
(Jnanis, Realized souls) who are also like the Akasha.” 

THE GIST OF THE TEXT ON THE PRETEXT OF 
AN INVOCATION TO THE PRECEPTOR 

The reason for this invocatory verse written at the begin¬ 
ning of this Prakarana is given by Shri Sankara to be : “The 
Advaita Darshana Sampradaya Kartm (the founder of the tradi¬ 
tional methodology of teaching of the school of philosophy of 
Non-dualism) - in order to salute Him with Advaitaswarupa alone 
this first verse is composed. By this veneration of Acharya at the 
beginning of a treatise one’s purpose is fulfilled by it”. The 
intended purport of this comment is : For all these four Chapters 
Advaita alone is the subject-matter. In the previous Chapters 

W 

Advaita has been propounded by means of Sruti and Yukti ; in 
order to create a high sense of reverence in the minds of 
Mumukshus (seekers of liberation) by signifying the truth that 
Advaita Darshana (the school of philosophy of Non-dualism) is 
one that yields the Purushartha (the goal of human existence) 
which is of the essence of Shanta (peace), Shivaswarupa (auspi¬ 
cious nature) without giving any scope for Rag a (attachment) and 
Dwesha (hatred) - the invocation, which salutes Paratattwa (Ab¬ 
solute, Transcendental Reality) as Advaitarupa (in the form of 
non-duality) alone, has been composed here ; because all the four 
Prakaranas are propounding Advaitatattwa alone, though the whole 

9 

treatise itself being called a ‘Sastra’ is reasonable, since the very 

W 

quintessence of Vedanta Sastra has been provided in a concise 
and concentrated form in this fourth Chapter Shri Sankara has 

r 

conceived this Prakarana alone as a compact ‘ Sastra ’ (scientific 
text) and eulogised it. 

THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF ‘BHAGAVANTA’ 

WHO IS SALUTED 

“I salute Iswara who is called ‘Narayana’, that Purusha¬ 
shreshtha (the supreme, Absolute Being) who is (a) all-pervading 
like Akasha ; (b) non-different from Atmans (Selves) who are 
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Jneya* (known objects) ; (c) like the heat of the fire and light or 
brilliance of the sun, non different from these selves but verily 
their Swarupa ; (d) who ever cognizes the Dharman meaning 
Atmans (Jivas) and the external objects who by virtue of their 
Jnana are also all-pervading like Akasha alone. 

The Vyakhyanakaras (post-Sankara commentators who pro¬ 
fess to be his followers only) refer to a legend that Shri 
Gaudapadacharya in the past did long and intensive penance 
keeping as his Upasya Devata (Deity to be meditated upon) 
Bhagavan Shri Narayana (popularly known as Shri Mahavishnu) 
in Badarikashram, which was the residential abode of Nata and 
Narayana sages ; a highly pleased Bhagavan then matenalized 
before him and blessed him with ‘Brahma Vidya\ Secondly, it 
is mentioned in the epic ‘Mahabharata’ that Shrimannarayapa (i.e. 
Shri Mahavishnu) incarnated in four forms of Nara, Narayana, 
Hari, Krishna in order to keep alive Dharma (righteousness, 
ethics, morals) ; among them Nara and Narayana were highly 
dedicated to do penance, and Narayana had a dialogue with 

i 

Narada (a divine sage) and taught Narayana Tattwa (the Reality 
of Narayana) ; there, in the Moksha Dharma Parva 335-1, it is 
found that Narayana is called by the epithet ‘Dvipadam Varishtha’. 

r 

Because Shri Sankara Bhagavatpada belongs to the traditional 
lineage of spiritual teachers of (Narayanasampradaya) of Narayana, 
even to this day at the beginning of the Shantimantrapatha of 

* r 

Sankara Bhashva the followers of Shri Sankara recite a verse 
pertaining to the Guruparampara beginning with Narayana. There¬ 
fore, even if anyone of the above two theories is assumed, it can 
be stated unequivocally that the author is revering and invoking 
Shrimannarayana Bhagavan who is of the essential nature of non¬ 
duality. 

Anyway, this invocatory verse signifies Advaita darshana 
which is extremely different from the doctrines of the rest of tire 
Darshanakaras who invariably propound that Jnatru-Jnana-Jneya 
are three distinct categories. 

THE TOPIC FOR THE AVANTARA TATPARYA (EXTRANEOUS, 

EXTRA PURPORT) OF THIS CHAPTER 

In this Prakarana Shri Gaudapadacharya has refuted all 
those who have followed or championed the cause of the reality 
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of external world of duality by adopting Yuktis (logical devices 
or arguments) in consonance with Vijnanavada (Idealism of Bud¬ 
dhists) and thereafter he has refuted Vijnanavada itself by adopt¬ 
ing the Yuktis forwarded by those disputants in their own Siddhanta 
(philosophy) ; even though he has adopted the Yuktis of 
Shunyavadins (Nihilists among Buddhists), in order to drive home 
the idea that - ‘The rest of the doctrinaire theories can be refuted’ 
- he has exemplified here and there Yuktis of Shunyavadins ; 
even so, he has continually but invariably pointed out that - 
(a) Aja-Advaya-Siddhanta (i.e., Advaita Vedanta) is not merely 
to be comprehended by means of dry logic ; (b) on the contrary, 
It has to be perforce cognized, Intuited by means of Yuktis in 
consonance with Anubhava (Intuitive, Transcendental Experience 
of the Pure Consciousness) alone. Thus with the intention of 
demonstrating the fact that - ‘Quite distinct and different from the 
logic that is acknowledged and adopted by the extroverted dis¬ 
putants is this Shrouta Tarka (logic which is in-built, adopted in 

r 

the Srutis or Upanishads)’ - he has vociferously, stridently pro¬ 
claimed (that less-known but implicit) fact by utilizing common 
words which are suitable to both Buddhistic doctrines and Vedanta 
philosophy in this invocatory verse. 

To wit : Since Vijnana (intellectual ideation) is Nirvishaya 
(without any object), it is like Akasha (empty space), Asahga 
(devoid of any relationship) - thus opine Buddhistic Vijnana- 
vadins ; since Akasha is Nihswabhava (devoid of any essence) ; 
it is Shutiya (essenceless) ; in the same way Jhana (objective 
knowledge) also is Nihswabhava (essenceless) - thus the Bud¬ 
dhistic Shunyavadins assert. Refuting both these Buddhistic doc- 

f 

trines, and taking the support of the Sruti which expounds : 
“Atman is like Akasha is Sarvagata (all-pervading) and Nitya 
(eternal)” - it is propounded in this Prakarana that - “Because 
Bhagavan is all-pervasive and Advitiya Chaitanyaswarupa (of the 
essential nature of non-dual Pure Consciousness) His Jhana (In¬ 
tuitive Knowledge) is ‘ Akashakalpa' (imagined to be like empty 
space).” The implicit meaning of the expression - “the Dharmas 
(external objects) which are akin to Akasha” - in the sentence 
is : ‘Dharmas’ are verily the transformations of Vijnana (intel¬ 
lectual ideation or knowledge) and are not independent entities ; 
and hence they exist just like Akasha. This is the doctrine of 
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Vijnanavadins. Because they (i.e. external objects) are Nihswa- 
bhava (devoid of any essence) they exist just like Akasha (in an 
essenceless or unsubstantial form). This is the doctrine of 
ShOnyavadins. Brushing aside or discarding both these dispu¬ 
tants, the Siddhantin (Shri Gaudapadacharya) draws his concJu-'' 
sion that - “Dharmas, meaning Atmans (Jivas), are also Advaya- 
brahmaswarupas (of the essential nature of non-dual Brahmai) ; 
they are appearing to be different or distinct from one another 
due to their different Upadhis like the body, the senses etc. 

alone” - on the strength of Srutis like - 

faq i ctfa * (Katha 2-1-14) ; *^T fc - (Katha 1-1-21) 

and thereby he has explained here that - “They too (i.e. Jivas) 
are really existing like Akasha.” In this part of the sentence itself 
it amounts to having said that - “Those Dharmas which exist in 
the forms of the external objects or phenomena are also existing 
just like Akasha.” For, all of them are mere Vikalpas (miscon¬ 
ceptions;- imaginations) and hence in the essential nature of 
Advayatman who is their substratum they exist just like Akasha 
(empty space) alone. From Sruti statements like - “All this is 
verily Atman” - (Chh. 7-25-2) etc. it evolves in this manner. 

From this, it amounts to having signified the implicit mean¬ 
ing of the qualifying phrase - “By Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge) 
which is Jheyabhinna (non-different from the object of knowl- 
edge)”. To wit, because there is a rule of law that both ‘Jnana’ 
and ‘Jneya’ are known conjointly (simultaneously) - Jnana is 
Abhinna (non-different) from Jneya - thus say Vijnanavadins ; 
since both of them are Swabhavashunya (devoid of any essential 
nature of Being), Jnana is Abhinna (non-different) from Jneya - 
thus opine ShOnyavadins. Now both these doctrines are refuted 
and discarded and the Siddhantin has concluded : “Because 
everything is verily Aja-Advaya-Atmaswarupa, Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge) is Abhinna (non-different) from Jneya (the known 
object)”. This conclusion can be known from the explanation of 

the Karika (3-33) : 

In the same manner, the implicit meaning of the qualifying 
phrase - “Sambuddhaha” should be discerned. To wit : Just as 
in the doctrine of Buddhists it has been stated that as a result 
of Sadhanas like Dhyana (meditation, contemplation) etc. the 
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lower categories of Avidya were transcended and step by step the 
Sambodba (Intuitive Knowledge) pertaining to all the Vastus 
(substances, entities) existing in time-space accrued to Buddha - 
here, in Advaita Vedanta Siddhanta, Bhagavan’s Jnana does not 
accrue (as a resultant effect) ; on the contrary, because of the 
facts that : (a) He is devoid of Vastupariccheda (divisions of 
various entities, substances) in time and space ; devoid of divi¬ 
sions like Jnatru, Jnana, Jneya ; Nityatmaka (eternally of the 
essence of Pure Being-Consciousness) and Nityabodbaswarupa 
(eternally of the essential nature of Intuitive knowledge) ; (b) the 
categories of Boddhru (Intuitive Knower) and Bodba (Intuitive 
Knowledge) - etc. are, in truth, special empirical forms of that 
very Bodha (Atman’s Intuitive Knowledge or Pure Conscious¬ 
ness), - it is stated that the one who has cognized (‘Sambuddhaha’) 
all the Dharmas (external empirical phenomena) by means of 
Jnana which is Jneyabhinna is this Narayana who is Samyag- 
boddhru. This is said by Gounavritti (in a secondary sense) alone. 

For this conclusion there is support of Vyasa’s statements also : 

W I W TRJBf HlftlcIT 

wwiM Wrfl II sI^T s«c«*i £llfacil *IRIT |PT ^>1 

^ I ^ ffcfc rn ^ II* - (Moksha 

Dharma 351-17, 18). 

In these verses it has been very clearly stated that Grahya 
Grabaka, Saguna (with qualities), Nirguna (without qualities) - all 
these are Paratattwa (Absolute Reality). Previously in (1-12) it 
was mentioned that Turiya is always Sarvadarsbi (Witness of 
everything), is it not so ? That very truth has been affirmed in 
the manner - “He has cognized by means of Jnana which is non- 
different from Jneya” - in so many different words. 

Meaning : “I salute that Darshana which is instructed in 
the Sastra and which has a name of ‘Asparsha Yoga’, which 
is blissful and beneficial (benign) to all creatures and which 
is devoid of any arguments and any opposition.” 
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EULOGY OF ADVAITA DARSHANA YOGA 

Here salutation (reverence) to Advaita Darshana has been 
signified with a view to eulogising it. That which has no Sparsha 
(touch, contact) - no relationship whatsoever with anything - is 
called ‘Asparsha Y5ga\ The reason for calling this ‘Yoga’ is to 
stress the fact that this alone is the true Yoga - what the other 
disputants have accepted is not the Paramartha Yoga (i.e. the 
really real Yoga). It has been stated previously (3-39) : “This is 
not possibly to be seen by all Yogins” - is it not so ? This is 

popular by the name of “Asparsha Yoga” in the Upanishads. *cTc^ 

- (Therein with what can he touch what ?) - this Sruti 
is an authoritative source for this conclusion. This is Sarvasattwa 
Sukha ; the Sruti : - (Bri. 4-3-32) 

meaning : “By virtue of a part of this Bliss alone the other 
creatures are thriving” - is a Pramana for this conclusion. Or, in 
the alternative, although the Sadhana of Tapas (penance) is the 
cause. for a greater happiness it is of the nature of Duhkha 
(misery) ; but this is Sukha (easy) for all creatures. Just as 
examining or scrutinizing and cognizing the real worth of a gem 
is possible without any strain, in the same way this can be easily 
acquired. In our workaday world the enjoyment of an external 
object - though it is Sukha (easy) - is not Hita (beneficial) ; but 
this is Sukha as well as Hita ; for, It is of the essential nature 
of Kutastha (immutable, steadfast Transcendental Reality) which 
never shakes or vibrates. 

Apart from this. It is Avivada (indisputable) ; with regard 
to this Tattwa (Transcendental Reality) there is no necessity 
whatsoever of debating or arguing, assuming viewpoints in favour 
and against. For, this Reality is also Aviruddha (unopposed) ; to 
wit, there is nothing else existing which is second to It. For, all 
that is different from Brahman is, in the Absolute sense (in the 
ultimate analysis), not existing at all ; because the duality which 
is appearing is Avidyakalpita (imagined due to ignorance), it is 
Asadrupa (of the nature of unreality). There is no possibility of 
any opposition whatsoever between this Yoga which is Sadrupa 
and Dvaita which is Asadrupa. Although previously it was stated 
in 3-17 that - “This is not opposed to the doctrine of the 
Dvaitins”, since Advaita is Paramartha (Transcendental Reality), 
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It is the substrate for all Dvaitavikalpas (misconceptions of du¬ 
ality) ; there in that context it was only stated that - ‘The 
philosophies of Dualists are founded on Mithyabhinivesha (false 
sense of faith in a doctrine cherished for a long time, misplaced 
sense of affinity to a teaching)’ ; but here, the salient feature is 

- in order to depict the fact that - ‘Because, in addition, among 
the Dvaitins there are mutual debates and arguments, this Yoga 
is, in truth, Avivada and Aviruddha’ - this topic is once again 
broached here. 

Because it is stated that - “Salutation to that Samyagdarshana 

/ 

which has been instructed, taught as such a Yoga in the Sastra” 

- it amounts to saying that those who are Mumukshus should 
perforce aspire for cognizing this Yoga alone. 

WHAT IS MEANT BY ASPARSHA YOGA ? 

To this Advaita Darshana the name of ‘Asparsha Yoga’ 
suits well ; for, in the state of duality conjured up by Avidya 
it is possible to touch the external object which is Grahya by 
means of the senses which are Grahaka ; in the Advaitavastha 
there is no scope for this transaction at all. Because the name 
Asparsha Y5ga is very popular among Buddhists, some people 
have imagined that that Asparsha Y5ga itself must have been 
reviewed in the Karika by Shri Gaudapada ; but that is purely 
a wild imagination indeed. For, in this text which has dedicated 
itself to the task of explaining and expounding the Vedanta 
Siddhanta to say that the Buddhistic doctrine is accepted submis¬ 
sively and with reverence (salutation) is simply ridiculous. Since 
shortly we are going to justify or vindicate the strong reasons for 
the usage of the technical terms and certain individual sentences 
of Buddhists in Alatashanti Prakarana, this topic need not be 
taken up. The word ‘Sparsha’ with the connotation of - ‘to touch 
or contact the objects by means of the external senses’ - is seen 

being used in Gita verses - (Gita 2-14) ; ‘VTTlfT 

! 

- (Gita 5-27) etc. ; hence, where there is no contact 
between the Indriyas and the Vishayas there that ‘ Advaitanubhava' 
(Intuitive Experience of non-duality) Itself can be called ‘Asparsha 
Yoga’ ; with this opinion in his mind alone Shri Gaudapada has 
written that - ‘Asparsha Yoga is popular’ ; this is reasonable 
indeed to conclude in this manner. Even calling this Darshana 


372 


The Essential Gaudapada 


‘Yoga’ is popular, familiar in places like fqqtqcl - (Gita 
4-1) etc. Therefore, there is not the least scope here to imagine 
that ‘Asparsha Yoga’ is a particular kind or special type of 
Samadhi (trance) which the Buddhists propound. 

THE SUPPORTING EVIDENCE TO AFFIRM THAT ADVAITA 

DARSHANA ITSELF IS ‘AVIVADA’ 

The implicit puiport behind the usage of the two qualifying 

expressions like fild:’, is : Buddhists 

also have claimed that their philosophy alone is pleasant, easy 
(Sukhakara) tor Sarvasattwas (all creatures), as also it is Hits 
(beneficial) ; for, being pleasant to the majority of the people, 
gives rise to beneficial, benign influence. “That alone is Avivada 
(indisputable, indebatable). For, Vivada (a dispute) arises from 
opinions like ‘Astf (exists) ‘NastT (does not exist) ; ‘ Shuddhf 
(purity), ‘ Ashuddhi ’ (impurity) is also Vivada ; if we accept 
Vivada, then Duhkha (misery) cannot become Shanti (peace), and 
from Avivadaprapti (attainment of indisputability) Duhkha is got 
rid of” (Samadhiraja 9-28) - thus it has been clarified in 
Buddhistic texts. But because using mere Yukti (logical devices) 
they refute the opinions of ‘Asti’ and ‘Nasti’ etc. it is not 
possible to convince everyone that their Darshana (philosophy) is 
Aviruddha and Avivada. Similarly, it cannot possibly be accept¬ 
able to everyone if they assert, on the strength of individual 
experience of the type of ‘Nirodha Samadhi’, that their Darshana 
is Sukhakara and Hita to Sarvasattwas. 1 

In the Advaita Darshana, on the other hand, Advaitatman, 
who is devoid of any divisions of time and space whatsoever, has 
been conclusively depicted on the strength of Yukti in conso¬ 
nance with universal Intuitive Experience, based on an in-depth 
examination of the three states of Consciousness so as to culmi¬ 
nate in everyone’s experience. Therefore, it is the firm opinion 
of Shri Gaudapadacharya that what is expounded here as the two 
special features (viz. Sukhakara and Hita) are fully applicable 
exclusively to Advaita Darshana alone. 

1. In the book - “Agamashastra” - a commentary in Sanskrit on 
Karikas by Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya this doctrine is dealt with in foil 
detail. 
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3. BY THE EXHIBITION OF THESE DISPUTANTS’ 
DISSENSIONS OR DISPUTES AJATIVADA 

GETS ESTABLISHED 

^nRifWEI i 

tfld (qq^n: hwk«iJI3I| 

'Jjf *T ^ '•iwj | 

r«w<-dl 64i {MjhiRi % irxn 

Meaning : “Only a few disputants agree that an existing 
entity has birth ; some other brave (wise) people agree that 
a non-existent thing has birth. None of the existing things is 
bom, nor the non-existing thing can ever be bom. Those 
Dvaitins 1 who are debating with one another in this manner 
are, in truth, commenting on Ajati (birthlessness).” 

THE QUARREL BETWEEN SADVADI AND ASADVADI 

Here it has been mentioned that Dvaitins (dualists) are 
always disputing with one another taking opposing views. Only 
a few disputants, viz. Sankhyans, agree that - “Only to an 
existing thing there is birth” ; all Dvaitins do not accept this 
tenet. For, some others who have been calling themselves as 
Prajnas (wise people) - viz. Vaisheshikas and Naiyayikas accept 
the doctrine that - “A non-existent thing alone is bom”. Thus 
these disputants debating and*opposing with one another are 
trying to conquer one another in arguments. Vaisheshikas etc. 
who are Asatkaryavadins point out defects in Satkaryavada of 
Sankhyans etc. To wit : Anything that exists already - whatsoever 
it may be - cannot be bom ; for, as it is already existing, where 
is the necessity for it to be bom ? - This is their opinion. Apart 
from this, if an existing thing can "be bom, then it amounts to 
saying that Atman also may once again be bom ; but Sankhyans 

_ f 

do not at all accept that Atman is bom ; the Sruti is also saying 
that Atman is Aja (birthless). Therefore, what is existing cannot 

1. ‘Advayaha* - assuming this text here instead of ‘Dvayaha’ 
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has totally misinterpreted this verse. Refer to 
Introduction. 
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be bom - This is Vaisheshikas’ doctrine. In the same way, the 
Sankhyan too blames the Asadvada accepted by the Vaisheshikas 
and others belonging to their group. To wit : What is non¬ 
existent can never be bom ; a hare’s horn which is totally non¬ 
existent in the beginning itself - how at all can there ensue a 
change like birth ? To an entity in which any new change or 
mutation can take place categories like Karana (cause) and Karya 
(effect) can be made applicable, is it not so ? Any great change 
having taken place if an effect comes into being, then it amounts 
to saying that that which was Asat (not existing, unreal) becomes 
Sat (existing, real) ; there is also a Sruti saying - “From Asat 
(unreal) how can Sat (real thing) come into being ?” Therefore, 
that which is not existing can never be bom - This is Snnkhyans’ 
doctrine. 

Thus the Dvaitins, disputing with one another, have been 
following doctrines mutually opposed to one another. In fact, 
whether in the case of Satkaryavadins or in the case of 
Asatkaryavadins - it is not possible at all to solve the defects that 
are pointed out by their opponents ; for a thing that is already 
existing there is no possibility whatsoever of a birth ; to say that 
a thing, which is Asat (unreal, non-existent), is bom is not at all 
reasonable. To say that in Yatharthajnana (a knowledge of the 
ground reality) there is a dispute - is never tenable. It is a quite 
popular belief or truism that - “All those who say that substances 
are bom - among those disputants there will invariably be dis¬ 
agreement.” Among these disputants - whether he is a Sankhyan 
or whether he is a Vaisheshika - no other logician has accepted 
anyone of them as - ‘ Sarvottama Darshanika' - (the best among 
philosophers) , only if it is so, we can possibly say that - “Such 
and such a person’s tenet alone is the correct Jnana (Knowl¬ 
edge)” - is it not so ? 

AS A RESULT OF THE DISPUTE AMONG JATIVADINS 
AJATI (BIRTHLESSNESS) GETS ESTABLISHED AS 
YATHARTHA (GROUND REALITY) 

Because these disputants are thus engaged in raging debates 
with one another; what gets disclosed and established from their 
arguments is : As a result of these Dvaitins arguing thus among 
themselves (without arriving at a final decision) it evolves that 
both Sat and Asat do not have birth and thereby it amounts to 
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accepting that ‘Ajati’ - meaning, nothing whatsoever is really 
bom - is itself the Paramartha (Absolute truth). In fact, barring 
these two theories, viz. Satkaryavada and Asatkaryavada, no other 
theory can possibly be imagined, is it not so ? The implicit fact 
to be discerned here in this context now is : It amounts to saying 
or admitting that - ‘From all these various arguments forwarded 
by these two factions, by virtue of their mutual squabbles alone 
they have established (indirectly) that Ajativada (the theory that 
nothing is ever bom) is correct.’ 

Here we should keep in mind an important point, viz. : For 
an existing thing or an entity by virtue of Maya (illusion) a birth 
may be possible (3-27) - although this Mayasatkaryavada (theory 
that a thing, which is already existing, due to illusion may appear 
to have a birth) has been accepted already by the Siddhantin (i.e. 
Advaita Vedantin), Dvaitins who are Jativadins (professing vari¬ 
ous theories of birth) have not acknowledged this doctrine or 
theory of Mayasatkarya. Because ‘Mayajanma’ means ‘ Ajanma ’ 
(birthlessness) alone, it should be discerned that it is stated here 
that as a result or consequence of the Jativadins’ mutual squabbles 

this Ajativada alone gets established. 

4. HOW CAN THERE BE AVIVADA IN 

AJATIVADA ? 

MtRnmn 

Meaning : “We fcpo take delight in welcoming or con¬ 
senting to the Ajati which^those (disputants) reveal, and we 
are not at all arguing with them. Know that in our doctrine 
thus there is Avivada (absence of dispute).” 

BECAUSE AJA-ADVAITA IS SARVANANYA (NON-DIFFERENT 
FROM EVERYTHING) IT IS DEVOID OF VIVADA 

Thus by dint of their mutual quarrel what they have uncon¬ 
sciously, as it were, revealed is Ajati - i.e. the fact that both of 
them have unavoidably accepted Ajati itself to be correct - we 
have acknowledged ; but not that we, like them, have propounded, 
or championed yet another argument and are opposing them. 
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Without being able to resolve the defect pointed out in their 
own doctrine by the opponent, both have been rendered 
helpless, as it were, and thereby they have themselves helped 
project, evolve the fact that Jativada is Ayukta (irrational, 
unjustifiable) ; their decision itself we too have accepted - 
that is all ; and not that we have propounded or projected 
a different doctrine at alL 

5. WHY IS IT THAT AMONG THE JATIVADINS’ 
THEORIES THERE IS A DISPUTE ? 

arcrat tpif 11*11 

1 11011 

q»<i Purro: 11411 

Meaning : “Disputants are acknowledging a birth to a 
Vastu (entity) which is Ajata (birthless) indeed. How at all can 
a Dharma (entity) which is Ajata (birthless) and Amrita (im¬ 
mortal) acquire Martyatwa (mortality) ? What is Amrita cannot 
become Martya (mortal) ; in the same way, what is Mariya 
cannot become Amrita ; to say that Swabhava (essential nature 
of an entity) becomes another is not possible in whatever 
manner. In the doctrine of one - that Vastu (substance, entity) 
which is Amrita, in its very essential nature itself, is Martya 

- then in his doctrine how at all can that entity which is 
artificially immortal remains as Niscbala (immutable) ?” 

DEFECT IN JATIVADA 

The proponents of Jativada, championing the cause of mu¬ 
tually opposed doctrines or theories, have revealed the truth that 
this Ajativada alone is fully rational and justifiable ; for, all these 
Jativadins - whether they are Satkaryavadins or- Asatkaryavadins 

- have acknowledged a Janma for Atmatattwa which, by virtue 
of Its very essential nature of Being, never gets bom and is 
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Ajatavastu (birthless Reality). The word ‘Janma’ connotes that a 
thing or entity begets a transformation, is it not so ? But how 
at all can there be any Martyatwa to the Amritavastu which is 
of Ajaswabhava (of an essential nature of birthlessness) ? In the 
Advaita Prakarana (3-2, 21, 22) these three verses were men¬ 
tioned with a view to refuting the doctrine of some ‘Vedantins’ 
who accept that - ‘Brahman Itself, which is of the essential nature 
of Aja-Amrita, is bom as Jiva’. Here especially it has been 
exemplified once again with a view to pointing out that this 

defect is common to the doctrines of all kinds of Jativadins. 

IT IS NOT THE INTENTION OF SHRI GAUDAPADA TO SAY 
MERELY THAT THERE IS NO BIRTH AT ALL 

Since here the qualifying phrase like - “To a Vastu which 
is Ajata alone” - has been used, what is being stridently empha¬ 
sized or stressed here is : Here we do not accept the Ajativada 
which is acknowledged by Buddhists. How is that ? To wit : 
Those disputants are asserting that - “Because all Dharmas (things) 
are being bom on account of Parapeksba (dependence on another 
external thing), it is proper to say that they are not bom by virtue 

of their essential nature ; this alone we call of Dharmas.” 

In fact, in order to establish this doctrine of theirs they are 
refuting Jativada. But Shri Gaudapada has undertaken the 
task of dislodging in this Prakarana the doctrinaire theory of 
- “Dharmas are Nihsswabhava (essenceless)” and then pro¬ 
pound expressly and exclusively (the Advaita Vedanta) teach¬ 
ing that - “They (i.e. Dharmas) are, in the Paramartbic 
(Absolute) sense of the essential nature of Amrita (immortal¬ 
ity).” For this reason alone here an objection has been raised ; 
“How at all can there be any Parinama (transformation) of the 
form or nature of Martya (mortality) to a Vastu (entity, Reality) 
which is of the very essence of Amrita (immortality) ?” The 
Yukti (logical device) that is used here is : “For the Prakriti 
(essential nature) of a Vastu there can never accrue another 
form”. In this context the implicit purport of the Acharya is : All 
Jativadins - since they are invariably imagining a Janma for 
Brahmavastu which is of Ajataswabhava and is Amrita - are 
misconceiving various kinds of birth of the type - ‘What is 
existing is bom’, ‘What is not existing is bom’ - and thereby 
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they are becoming victims of this defect ; each group is facing 
the onslaught of the other group’s logic, with the result all of 
them are receding or moving far away from Paramartha (the 
Absolute Truth). The doctrinaire theory that - ‘A Vastu which is 
in its very essential nature Amrita becomes Martya’ - is self¬ 
contradictory, is it not so ? In our Vedantic Siddhanta especially, 
we never swear by any doctrine and try to establish it ; but we 
are giving our consent to the Ajati alone which gets established 
by their mutual dispute or debate, that is all. 

TTffrr: fafrarTEHTR 1 ^ ll^ll 

Meaning : “Prakriti is said to be Samsiddhika, Swabhavika, 
Sahaja, Akrita. That Prakriti can never give up its essential 
nature.” 

IN OUR WORKADAY WORLD TOO PRAKRITI (NATURE) 

EXISTS UNCHANGED 

Let us keep aside the question of the Absolute viewpoint 
(Paramartha Drishti) ; even if we observe from the empirical 
viewpoint Prakriti (Nature) remains without changing. Which is 
this Prakriti ? It is ‘Samsiddhika Prakriti’ ; to wit, that which 
is caused or has come into being by proper Siddhi (mystic 
power) ; for example, the Animadyaishwarya Prapti (attainment 
of the excellence of mystic powers like becoming microscopic in 
form etc.) of Siddha Yogis (mystics). That Prakriti does not 
change whatsoever in all the three periods of time viz. past, 
present and future. In the same way, Swabhavika Prakriti (na¬ 
ture in its own essence) i.e., Prakriti which exists in its substan¬ 
tial form of primordial matter ; for example, the heat and light 
of fire etc. That Prakriti which is Sahaja (natural) bom alongwith 
oneself is called ‘Sahaja Prakriti’ ; for example, the capability of 
birds etc. to fly and wander about in empty space is called 
‘Sahaja Prakriti’. Apart from this that Prakriti which exists by 
itself without being caused by anything else is ‘Akrita Prakriti’ 
; for example, water flowing down to a lower region without any 
effort is called ‘Akrita Prakriti’. All such Prakritis (natural prin¬ 
ciples or laws) do not give up their essential natures. 
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Anyway, it is a universally accepted topic that even among 
the empirical Mithyakalpita Vastus also Prakriti remains unchanged. 
It being so, where is the need to say that in Atmatattwa, which 
is a birthless, Absolute, Transcendental Reality, Prakiiti (Its es¬ 
sential nature of Pure Being) cannot possibly change ? - This is 
implied here. This truth that - Atmatattwa is in Its very essential 
nature Aja, Amrita - is popular in the Upanishadic lore : For 
example - “That this Mahanta (great) and Aja (birthless) Atman, 
is devoid of old age, death and is of a nature which cannot 
possibly have any taint of death, fearless, is Brahman” - (Bri. 4- 
4-25) ; “This Atman who is omniscient is not bom, nor does He 
die” - (Katha 1-2-18) etc. Therefore, though Jivas and other 
objects are, in the Paramarthic sense, of an essential nature of 
Aja-Amrita, they appear as if they are having birth - this truth 
is established as a result of the dissensions among these dispu¬ 
tants. 

HERE FOR THE DHARMAS CALLED ‘ATMANS’ IT IS TAUGHT 
THAT BRAHMATMAN ALONE IS THEIR PRAKRITI 

Here the secret is : Although Shunyavadins (Buddhists), 
who are Avaidikas (people who have rejected the Vedas as an 
authoritative source) as also are Mahavainashikas (champions of 
the doctrine of ultimate essencelessness), are asserting that - “For 
Prakiiti the category of Anyathabhava (another apparent exist¬ 
ence) can never be suitable, applicable” - (Madhyamika Karika 
15-8, Vritti, p. 97), they are not saying thus accepting the 
doctrine - “All Bhavas (existing things) invariably have a Prakriti” ; 
on the contrary, in order to create an Anishtaprasahga (inconve¬ 
nient, undesirable situation) for their rivals they are forwarding 
a logical argument thus asserting that - unlike the Prakritivadins 
who propound that there is a Prakriti - for all Bhavas there is 
nothing like a Prakriti in an absolute sense. Chandrakirti, who 
has written a commentary on Madhyamika Karikas of Nagarjuna, 
has made an emphatic statement which is signifying this fact. He 
says : “What is that Dharmatwa (essenceness) of Dharmas (ex¬ 
istent entities) ? - The answer is : The Swabhava (essential 
nature) of Dharmas. Which is this Swabhava ? - Prakriti. Which 
is this Prakriti ? - Sbunyatwa (essencelessness) alone, Naihswa- 
bhavya (nothingness as the essential nature) indeed. What is 
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meant by Naihswabhavya ? Tathata. What is meant by Tathata ? 
Tathabhava, meaning, being devoid of mutations, always remain¬ 
ing steady. With regard to fire and such other phenomena their 
nature of always, perennially not being bom - without desiderating 
anything else and not being artificial or affected (unnatural) - is 
itself called ‘Swabhava’ (essential nature of being), is it not so ? 
So far what we have stated amounts to : As a result of the after¬ 
effects of the disease of cataract called ‘Avidya’ the whole gamut 
of objects are seen or appearing ; but they are not witnessed by 
one who has got rid of this Avidyatimira (defect projected falsely 
by ignorance) by means of his Swarupa (essential nature of Pure 
Being) and in this unseen (falsified, sublated) form it is being 
witnessed by him Intuitively ; that ‘Swarupa’ alone is said to be 
their Swabhava (their essential nature) - this truth is established. 
For that entity this is a Lakshana (significant mark, symptom). 

Acharya Shri Nagaijuna has established the truth that - 

ft ftrfaj: (Madhyamika Karika of Nagaijuna 15-1) 

- meaning - “Akritrimaswabhava (essential nature which is not 
artificial or affected) is not desiderating anything else”. Thus we 
have to discern here. Since this Bhavaswabhava which is unborn 
is not existing whatsoever, it is merely an Abhava (non-existent 
thing) and hence it is Aswabhava (that which is devoid of any 
essential nature) alone. With this purport in mind we must un¬ 
derstand or discern that - “BJiavas (entities) do not have any 
Swabhava (essential nature) - (Ma. Ka. Vritti 15, p. 94-95). 

But in this our Oupanishad Darshana (Upanishadic or 
Vedantic philosophy) especially, in order to establish the teaching 
that - “AH Bhavas have Brahmatwa alone which is Aja and 
Amrita as their Swabhava” - in this Karika it has been stated 
that - “That which is Amrita cannot become Martya ; that which 
is Martya cannot become Amrita ; for Prakriti the phenomenon 
of Anyathabhava can never be made applicable in any manner.” 
Therefore, it is not possible here to doubt that there is any 
Sankarya (admixture, intermingling) whatsoever between this 
(Vedantic) Ajatabrahmaswabhava Vada and the doctrinaire 
theory that - “No Bhava whatsoever has any Swabhava” - 
which the' Buddhists who are Mahavainashikas (staunch Ni¬ 
hilists) have accepted. 
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Wrc°[f5pJr6T: ^ qqf: ^PRT: I 

<RFftW ll^oll 

Meaning : “All Dharmas by their very nature are devoid 
of Jara (old age), Marana (death) ; even so, accepting these 
Jara-Marana and with the same belief they (Dharmas, i.e. 
Jivas) are slithering, slipping down.” 

FOR JIVAS AJA-ADVAYA BRAHMAN ALONE IS PRAKRITI 

This truth alone the author has been vociferously stating 
here : For which entity the disputants are imagining a transfor¬ 
mation to occur, which is that Prakriti ? What is the defect in 
imagining in that manner ? - Providing answers to these principal 
questions alone is the instruction that is implicit here. 

* 

‘Jaramarana ’ (old age and death) - both these symptoms 
have been mentioned here by way of representation, symboli¬ 
cally ; the intended- purport is - ‘those who have no mutations 
whatsoever.’ ‘All Dharmas’ means ‘all Atmans’ ; in the invocatory 
verse they were referred to as - ‘those who are like Akasha 
(empty space)’ those very people ; they are in their very essence 
without any changes, mutations ; although they are endowed with 
such an essential nature of Pure Being (Swabhava) - just like 
mortals who desire, wish for old age and death akin to imagining 
a snake in a rope - they go on misconceiving all kinds of 
changes like Jaramarana etc. in Atman and identifying themselves 
with such misconceptions of having old age, death etc. - they are 
slipping down from their Swabhava - meaning as if (they appear 
to be) slipping down. For, to the Swabhava (essential nature of 
Being) of any entity there can never be any Chyuti (slipping 
down, fall) - thus it has been already pointed out. Therefore, the 
real intended meaning of the sentence is : Imagining or miscon¬ 
ceiving Paramatman, who is in His very Swabhava ‘Aja’, to 
appear as if He has become, or has assumed the apparent forms 
of, many Jivas - and due to that Avidya - those apparent, 
misconceived forms of Jivas are experiencing Samsara. For this 

conclusion Srutis like - ‘"RPJcj % - (Mundaka 1-2-7), 

meaning - “They are again acquiring (are associated with) old 
age and death” ; ‘<nfaaiqWcl\ - (Mundaka 1-2-8) - mean- 


382 


The Essential Gaudapada 


ing, “They are within Avidya (delusion).” Smritis like - 

(Gita 8-6) - meaning, “Always believing in those 
concepts (he identifies with, becomes that alone)” - etc. are in 
support of this teaching. 

Here the secret is : In states like Sushupti (deep sleep), 
Pralaya (dissolution of the world at the end of a Kalpa) the 
categories like time and space too become one with, or merge 
in, Prajnatman, is it not so ? Because of the facts that - (a) That 
Prajnatman is Niravayava (devoid of parts, limbs) ; (b) has 
attained Samatwa (equipoise) - to such an Aja (birthless) Prajiia 
the category of Karanatwa (causation) in the real, Absolute sense 
- does not suit or is not applicable whatsoever in any manner ; 
in the same way, in the waking state also and in the state of 
sustenance, to Atman, who is the Witnessing Consciousness of 
all kinds of concepts like time, space, causation etc. and who is 
of Chaitanyaikarasaswabhava (essential nature of Pure Conscious¬ 
ness as His one and only non-dual nature), this category of 
Karanatwa does not suit in any manner ; it being so, it gets 
evolved from this that - “To Atman - who is eternally devoid 
cf Karyakaranabhava (categories of cause and effect) - being 
verily Aja (birthless), Ajara (devoid of old age), Amrita (immor¬ 
tal) is His Swabhava (essence, core of Pure Being). Even so, in 
order to strengthen this teaching, taking recourse to two Yuktis 
like - (a) neither the mutual dissensions between Satkaryavadins 
and Asatkaryavadins, (b) nor the Anyathabhava of an entity’s 
Swabhava will in any manner be applicable - an elaborate debate 
has been carried out to teach that Atman is Aja and Amrita for 
the benefit of people with a low-class intelligence and not with 
any intention of teaching that Atman’s Ajatwa, Amritatwa etc. are 
established merely on the basis of Tarka (logic, dialectics).” 

6. REFUTATION OF SATKARYAVADA 

fart 

Meaning : “In whose doctrine cause itself is the effect, 
in his doctrine the cause itself is bom. That which has birth, 
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how can it be Aja (birthless) ? If it is different or seperate, 
how can it be Nitya (eternal) ?” 

IN SAJJATIVADA THE RATIONALE BASED ON THE 
CATEGORIES OF CAUSE AND EFFECT 

Thus it has been shown that - “In the Jativada the defect 
of accepting that Swabhava itself changes or gets transformed is 
unavoidable” ; and thereby any Ajativada, which is evolved and 
established due to their mutual opposition, has been demonstrated 
to be strengthened by means of Yukti ; that is all, and not with 
the intention of arguing with them. Now here it is being dem¬ 
onstrated that by virtue of their opposite opinions with regard to 
the relationship between categories of cause and effect too those 
disputants are implicitly revealing the fact that Ajativada alone is 
correct. 

Among these disputants Sankhyans who are Satkaryavadins 
attempt to establish their point that - “Even prior to birth Karya 

(effect) exists” - in the following manner : ‘qmqq>n u ii 5 HiqiiH 5 »iKi k 

I SllrbW ^ +14*^ - (Sankhya 

Karika 9). The purport of this verse is : For reasons that - (a) 
what is not existing cannot possibly become a cause ; (b) we 
have to perforce reckon as a rule of law a particular Upadana 
(material cause) for its respective Karya (effect) ; (c) from ev¬ 
erything, everything cannot possibly be bom ; (d) from a capable 
(probable) cause alone the capable effect is bom, or a pot-maker 
etc. who is capable is invariably producing the possible effects 
like Ghata etc. ; (e) Karya has the same Swabhava of the Karana 
- the Karya exists even prior to its birth or production. 

The Vaisheshikas point out as to how the argument of 
these Satkaryavadins as mentioned above is unreasonable. The 
meaning of the doctrine that - “In whose doctrine the cause itself 
is the effect” - is : Just like the clay for the pot, the Pradhana 
which is the material cause (Upadana Karana) and which gets 
itself transformed into the form or shape of the effect. Although 
the Sankhyans say that between the Karana and Karya there 
exists a relationship of the Ashraya (support) and Ashrayi (the 
thing resting on the support), for them (i.e. Sankhyans) the real 
purport lies in asserting that the subsequent or later form of the 
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cause is itself the effect. But the usage of ‘the supported’ and 
‘the support’, especially, is meant for the purpose of merely 
denoting that for categories like Prakriti, Mahat etc. there is 
invariably a different form. Hence, that aspect is not very impor¬ 
tant for them. With this fact in mind, they have stated that - “In 
whose opinion Karana itself is getting transformed into the Karya” 

- Thus we have to understand this. It means, then, it amounts to 
saying that the Sankhyan, who opines in this manner, affirms that 

- “The Pradhana which is Aja itself has acquired the form of the 
Karya.” The objection raised by the Vaisheshika is : Thus if the 
Pradhana is being bom in various forms of Mahat, Ahankara etc. 
how at all can it be reasonable if it (Pradhana) is said to be Aja 
(birthless) ? 

Here the Sankhyan may answer in this manner : Because 
Pradhana is not bom from any other thing, it is said to be ‘Aja’, 
but we are not saying that from it another Karya is not bom at 

all, is it not so ? For that reason alone, the Sruti is stating : 

- (Shwetashwatara 4-5) - meaning - 
“Pradhana which is Trigunatmaka (of the essence of three quali¬ 
ties like Satwa, Rajas and Tamas) is ‘Aja’ - ” - is it not so ? 

The solution for this is : To say or assume that this Sruti 
is referring to Pradhana which is accepted by the Sankhyans, 
there is no valid proof, evidence. It has been determined in the 

r 

Brahmasutra text that the Sruti in question is mentioning ‘ Avyakta ’ 
(unmanifested seed form) which is within the control of 
Parameshwara and which is imagined in Him. But the Sankhyans 
are also asserting that Pradhana which is independent (Swatantra) 
is itself Aja and from it categories like Mahat, Ahankara etc. are 
produced. Therefore, it has to be concluded that they are trying 
to establish on the basis of Anumanapramana (inferential logic as 
a valid means of knowledge) alone that category of ‘Pradhana’. 
But if it is contended that from the cause of Pradhana effects like 
Mahat etc. are produced, then it amounts to agreeing that one 
part of Pradhana gets split up and becomes Mahat ; in that event, 
how at all can it be reasonably sustained that it (i.e. Pradhana) 
is ‘Nitya' (eternal) ? To say that thus there is a possibility of 
it splitting up, but at the same time it is Nitya - is Vyahata 
vachana (a self-contradictory statement), is it not so ? How can 
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it be proper to say that a Vastu (entity) which is Niravayava 
(devoid of parts) is bom in different form ? 

(Sahkhyan) : Let us agree that because Pradhana means the 
state of equilibrium among the three qualities (of Sattwa, Rajas 
and Tamas) it has these Avayavas (parts) which are of the nature 
of qualities ! By virtue of Vinyasavishesha (special, extra-ordi¬ 
nary structure) of Avayavas (parts) let it be said that Pradhana 
may also have Utpatti (birth) ! 

(Refutation) : This is not proper, reasonable. For, how at 
all this statement to the effect - ‘Sattwa etc. are verily Nitya 
(eternal), they are also bom in the forms of Mahat etc.’ - can 
be reasonably sustained ? If they are to be bom, how at all can 
it be maintained that they are Nitya ? 

(Sahkhyan) : (The Sankhyans have accepted that the 
Swabhava of these Gunas is wavering, fickle ; they rise up by 
rejecting or discarding one another). Because getting transformed 
is itself their Swabhava and a sense or awareness of the type - 
“They themselves are these” - follows continuously, they may be 
Nitya also, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : This is not proper. For, if there exists any 
Nityamsha (aspect of reality) they cannot be bom at all ; when 
observed from the standpoint of the aspect of birth, they are 
verily Anitya. Therefore, there is no solution whatsoever for the 
objection : “If it is being bom, how at all can anything be Aja 
as well as Nitya ?” 

0 

Meaning : “If it is contended that Aja is that which is 
non-different from Karana, how can the Karana which is bom 
in the form of Karya be Dhruva (eternal) ?” 

TO SAY THAT CAUSE-EFFECT ARE NON-DIFFERENT 

IS NOT TENABLE 

Because the cause of the form of Pradhana is bom in the 
shape of effects like Mahat etc., Karyakarana are mutually non- 
different - in this Sankhyans’ doctrine to say that Karana is Aja 
as well as Nitya is Ayukta (not reasonable). This fact we have 
pointed out. In order to clarify, elucidate that very fact now Shri 
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Gaudapada is saying : “If it is contended that the Karyas like 
Mahat etc. are Ananya (non-different) from the cause of Pradhana, 
then since it amounts to saying that Karya is verily. Karana it 
amounts to the Karya being Aja. Now yet another defect of the 
type - ‘It is Karya and also it is Aja’ - is faced by your doctrine. 
Previously it has already been revealed that there is a contradic¬ 
tory statement of the type - ‘Karana is bom, (at the same time) 
it is Aja and Nitya.’ What we are pointing out now is another 
defect : ‘It is a Karya, even so you are saying that it is Aja !’ 
If you say - ‘Karya is non-different from Karana’ - then this 
defect entails you. In the concept that - ‘Karana is non-different 
from Karya’ - especially, how at all can it be justified to say - 
‘Karana which is non-different from Karya which is bom is 
Dhruva (eternal)’ - ? All that is bom should necessarily be 
Adhruva or Anitya (non-etemal), is it not so ? It is not possible 
to assert that different or distinct from the part that is bom a 
separate Nityamsha (eternal part) invariably exists. It is not possible 
to say that a part of a hen is kept for cooking and from its other 
part a chicken may be bom, is it not so ? Such a silly defect 
alone will entail these disputants if they assert that - ‘One part 
of Pradhana is Nitya, another part is bom as effects like Mahat 
etc.’ 

BECAUSE IN VEDANTA A MAYIKA (ILLUSORY) 

KARYA-KARANA-VADA IS ACCEPTED THIS DEFECT 

IS NOT THERE 

Here there lurks a secret : Vedantins too are Satkaryavadins 
alone. For, it is stated in the Sruti that - “Sat, without a second 
to It, alone existed ; It imagined in the manner - ‘I will become 
many, I will proliferate’ and created Tejas (fire)” - (Chh. 6-2- 
1, 2). They say that the cause of. Brahman Itself gets transformed 
into the shape of the effect, as also that Karya is not different 

^ tn Karana. - (Chh. 6-8-7), meaning, “For all 

this, this alone is Atman” - thus the Sruti says. - (Ved. 

Sutra 2-1-14), meaning, “Karya is Ananya (non-different) from 
Karana” - thus the statement of the Sutrakara also is there. Even 
so, in this philosophy (spiritual teaching) the defects that the 
followers of Vaisheshika philosophy point out are not to be made 
applicable. For, in this Siddhanta it is acknowledged that - “By 
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virtue of the distinctions of forms, which is itself Mayika (illu¬ 
sory), called Nama (names) and Rupa (forms) which is projected 
by Avidya and is appearing in Vyakrita (manifested) and Avyakrita 
(unmanifested) forms, which cannot be defined either as Brahman 
Itself or something other than That - by virtue of such a 
Rupavishesha (extraordinary form) Brahman becomes the object 
for all empirical transactions like Parinama (transformation) ; 
even It being called ‘Saf (real) is within the purview of Avidya 
alone. But from the standpoint of Its own essential form or nature 
which is Paramarthika (Absolute, Transcendental) especially. 
Brahman has exceeded all empirical transactions and exists as 
Aja (birthless) and Advaya (non-dual).” This truth has been 

mentioned also in this treatise % WIT W 3 ^ 1 3 tTx^T:’ 
(3-27). But in the doctrine of those who claim and profess that 
they are true Vedantins and propound that - “For Brahman which 
is Aja changes like Parinama (transformations) etc. which are 
Paramarthika (i.e. in the Absolute sense)” - the defects pointed 
out above get attached or stuck like a very hard cement coating. 
Since such a defect has been explained in detail in the previous 
Prakarana itself, here it is not necessary to deliberate upon it 
again. 

Meaning : “In whose doctrine a Karya is bom from 
one that is Aja, he does not have any illustration (to substan¬ 
tiate his theory). If it is said that from a bom thing that 
object is bom, then it amounts to saying there is no finality 
only. ” 

WHETHER KARANA JS SAID TO BE 
JATA (BORN) OR AJATA (BIRTHLESS) 

EVEN THEN THERE IS INVARIABLY A DEFECT 

Apart from this, if in the doctrine of a disputant it is 
propounded that from a Vastu which is Aja and hence not bom 
a Karya is bom, that disputant will have no illustration whatso¬ 
ever to adduce. The inference that from an Ajavastu also birth, 
production may take place cannot be correct, propor in the 
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absence of or without the support of a proper illustration. From 
this, on the basis of a literary meaning, it becomes established 
that - “From Ajavastu nothing can possibly be bom.” Instead of 
this, if it is accepted that - “From a bom thing a Karyavastu (a 
thing as an effect) is bom” - then that thing from another 
Jatavastu (bom entity), that in turn from yet another Jatavastu is 
bom - thus without reaching any finality the logical defect of 
‘Anavastha D5sha’ gets entailed. In order to avoid this defect, let 
us accept that - “From an Ajavastu alone a Karya is bom - 
alone ! Otherwise, the categories of Karya, Karana themselves 
cannot possibly be established, is it not so ?” - thus it is not 
possible to doubt. For, the Vastusthiti (ground reality based on 
universal experience) does not exist so as to fulfil our whims and 
fancies. It is our aspiration that the categories of Karya-Karana 
should invariably be established ; therefore, although there is no 
Yukti (logical device) whatsoever, to assume whimsically a doc¬ 
trine that - “From a birthless Karana also a Karya is bom” - so 
as to satisfy our ambition can never be proper. We have already 
pointed out the defect that - “In whose doctrine it is propounded 
that from an Aja Karana birth takes place - in that doctrine there 
is no illustration whatsoever to adduce.” 

THE DEFECT IN ASATKARYAVADA 

So far the defects that the opponents point out in the 
doctrine that - “Karana itself is bom in the form of Karya” - 
were explained and demonstrated. Because the doctrine of 
Vaisheshikas, who are Asatkaryavadins, especially can never be 
tenable in any manner - here we are not showing the defects 
lurking in that doctrine. If observed from a particular viewpoint, 
since Vaisheshikas are propounding that the Karya, which is 
endowed with parts, starts functioning (Arambha) as a result of 
the Samyoga (contact, association) between the Karya and the 
Dravyas (substances) which have accompanied it, in the doctrine 
of those disputants also first (in the beginning) the Arambbaka- 
dravya (the functioning or motivation) having been there, they get 
transformed into their Karyarupa - thus in another dubious or 
devious manner they too have accepted. Though this defect can 
be easily shown in their doctrine, many more irrational, improper 
doctrines of the type - “The Karya itself which does not exist 
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before its birth, after its birth by virtue of a particular relationship 
called ‘ Samavaya Sambandha' (inherence) with its Karana it 
exists in the latter seeking its support ; it thus acquires a 
‘ Sattasambandha’ (relationship with the genus of reality)” - etc. 
are imagined by them, and this, in the main, is a great defect 
in their theory. Is it possible to imagine in our mind a birth for 
a substance or thing which is as unreal as a hare’s hom, cause 
for it, relationship of being a cause inhering or lurking in it ? 
Therefore, even though it is not desired by them they too have 
been compelled to accept a doctrine that Paramanus (atoms) 
themselves get transformed into forms of binary and tertiary 
atoms (Dvyanuka, Tryanuka) etc. Even the present-day (modem) 
empirical scientists by valid means like Parlkshana (examination 
or investigation), Prayoga (experiment), Samvadlkarana (compari¬ 
son, analogy) etc. are establishing the atomic theory, and using 
methods of chemical reactions, they are arguing that from a 
compound comprising several atoms another new substance 
with another combination of atoms with its own new extraordi¬ 
nary qualities is ‘bom’ or ‘produced’. They too will have to 
accept inevitably, helplessly Satkaryavada alone. For, the Yukti 
that we have mentioned above cannot be refuted reasonably by 
them also. Because we have pointed out defects even in the 
doctrine that - “Satkaryavada is verily Paramarthika”, “For a 
Vastu (entity or substance) which exists in the beginning itself 
due to Maya (illusion, magic) a birth ensues” - this tenet 
alone is capable of being sustained. Even the particle physi¬ 
cists, who have discovered the nuclear atoms, extremely mi¬ 
croscopic beyond electrons, protons and neutrons, and who 
have determined that they are all effects of nuclear energy by 
way of their fission or fusion and all such matter is ‘abstruse’ 
only, have in a different manner fully established Mayajanma 
alone. 

In any case, because in this manner both Satkaryavadins 
and Asatkaryavadins demonstrate their staunch sense of pride and 
predilection towards their own doctrine and point out defects in 
each other’s theories, it amounts to their revealing Ajativada ; 
this theory which we had stated at the outset alone stands out 
as inviolable. 
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7. SINCE THE CATEGORIES OF CAUSE AND 
EFFECT DO NOT SUIT HETU-PHALA ALSO 
AJATIVADA IS ESTABLISHED 

4mtK 4 ll^ll 

Meaning : “Those who have accepted that Phala (fruit 
of obtaining the conglomeration of the body, the senses etc.) 
itself is the cause for Hetu (merit and demerit) and for Phala 
Hetu is the cause, how at all can it be proper if they adduce 
Anaditwa (beginninglessness) to both Hetu and Phala ?” 

ATMAN IS NOT OF THE NATURE OF HETU AND PHALA 

We have mentioned so far that in this manner in the 
doctrines of Jativadins, because of the facts that : (a) The pre¬ 
dicament that an entity’s esential nature itself gets changed arises ; 
(b) it is not possible to decide about the exact relationship 
between Karya and Karana, it amounts to saying that those 
disputants have indirectly demonstrated that Ajati itself is correct. 
Now it will be shown conclusively that because it is not possible 
at all to determine that Atman is of the nature of Hetu and Phala, 
Ajativada alone gets evolved out of it. 

We had so far merely shown the Anishtaprasakti (resulting 
in an undesirable situation) that - “If it is accepted that Brahman 
gets transformed into a Samsarirupa (form of a mortal, transmi- 
gratory soul), it amounts to imagining that an entity’s Swabhava 
(essential nature) too gets changed” - in the doctrine of the 
Jativadins. But now a special feature is : Questioning in the 
manner - “Samsaritwa (transmigratoriness) which is of the nature 
of Hetu, (merit and demerit), Phala (fruit of obtaining the con¬ 
glomeration of body, senses etc.) is itself not established first of 
all ; it being so, how at all can there be any scope possible for 
an imagination of the type that - ‘Brahman gets transformed into 
a Samsarirupa’ - ?” - we will further strengthen the refutation 

of the doctrine of preaching a birth for Brahman. In the Sruti : 

ism .... - (Bri. 4-5- 

15) - it is proclaimed that from the standpoint of those (Jnanis) 
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who have utilized the Paramartha Drishti (Intuitive Experience or 
Absolute viewpoint) and cognized the Ekatman (non-dual Atman) 
alone there is no Dvaita whatsoever of the nature of Kriya 
(action), Karaka (means of action) and Phala (fruit of action) in 
Atman. With the intention of refuting the categories of Karya 
(effect) and Karana (cause) for Hetu-Phalas by drawing full 
support from this Sruti statement in this Karika Shri Gaudapada 
has stated thus : 

Those people whose doctrine is : “For Hetu, meaning Dharma 
(merit) and Adharma (demerit), Phala, meaning the conglomera¬ 
tion of the body, the senses etq. is the Adi (cause)” - and those 
people whose doctrine is : “Hetu is the cause for Phala” - thus 
for these disputants who are propounding Anyonya Karanatwa 
(mutual causation) between Hetu (merits and demerits) and Phala 
(acquiring the fruit of having a conglomeration of the body, the 
senses etc.), how at all can the defect of Vyaghata (self-contra¬ 
diction) remain without confronting them ? The purport iSnplicit 

r _ _ 

in the Sruti sentence is : To Atman who is Ananta (without an 
end) the form of a fruit or resultant of acquiring a conglomera¬ 
tion of the body, the senses etc. can never be applicable in any 
manner whatsoever. If it is contended thctt - “As a result of the 
Dharmas and the Adharmas that he performed he may possibly 
get this fruit of the form of Sahghata conglomeration of body, 
senses)” - then without first establishing the truth that - “To 
Atman this Sahghata exists really, absolutely” - it cannot at all 
be established that - “Atman is a Kartru (agent of action) for 
Dharma and > Adharma” ; by means of a doctrine, which is itself 
not established, one cannot possibly decide, prove another 
unestablished doctrine, is it not so ? In the present context, in 
order to establish that - “Atman is a Kartru of Dharma and 
Adharma” - they have perforce to assume that Atman has the 
adjuncts like the body, the senses etc. In order to establish the 
truth that - “Atman has a body, senses etc.” - they have to 
assume that - “Atman has the Kartrutwa of those Dharma and 
Adharma.” Therefore it is clearly evident that for these disputants 
the logical defect of ‘ Anyonyashraya' (mutual dependence) will 
attach itself unavoidably. 

(Objection) : It is verily our doctrine that - “Samsara is 
Hetuphalatmaka (of the nature of merit-demerit giving rise to the 
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fruit of acquiring a conglomeration of a body, senses etc.) is 
Anadi” ; therefore, this defect does not entail us at all, is it not 
so ? 

(Solution) : Here a question : (1) Are you saying that 
between Hetu and Phala each one is Anadi (causeless, eternal) 
; or (ii) are you saying that these Hetu-Phala mutually having the 
relationship of cause and effect each with the other - is itself 
Anadi ; or (iii) since both these are existing with a relationship 
of cause and effect are you saying this Hetu-Phala-Santana (con¬ 
tinuum of these two categories of Hetu and Phala) is Anadi ? 
Here, first having accepted that there is invariably an Adi (be¬ 
ginning, causation) between Hetu and Phala and later to say that 
each one of these two is Anadi (beginningless, causeless) - how 
at all can it be proper ? Is it not a contradictory statement ? 

(Prima facie opponent) : Because this Atman Himself who 
is of the nature of Hetu-Phala, is Anadi, we say that Samsara, 
which is also Hetu-Phalatmaka, is also Anadi. But what is the 
defect in saying - “For Hetu, Phala is the Adi (cause) and for 
Phala, Hetu is Adi (cause)” ? 

(Siddhantin) : In the first place, the statement that - 'Atman 
is Himself of the nature of Hetu and Phala’ - is not correct. For, 
He is in His very essence (Swabhava) Kutastha (Absolutely 
immutable devoid of any changing categories like causation etc.). 
Atman who is Kutastha (Absolute) and Avichali (immutable) 
cannot possibly be said to be a Kartru for a Kriya like Dharma 
and Adharma, is it not so ? Only if this condition or pre-requisite 
is possible, it can be said that He has any relationship with the 
Phala of the type of having a body, is it not so ? 

tWI «RT Plgfel IUKII 

Meaning : “Those people in whose doctrine Hetu has 
Phala as its cause and Phala has Hetu as its cause - for them 
Janma will be as reasonable as saying from the son the father 
was bom.” 

A DEFECT ENTAILS IF MUTUAL CAUSATION 
IS ACCEPTED BETWEEN HETU AND PHALA 

Now let us examine the second theory among those we 
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have mentioned above. In this doctrine wherein for the Hetu the 
cause is Phala, and for the Phala the cause is Hetu - it becomes 
as ridiculous as saying from the father the son has Janma and 
from the son the father has Janma. 

Meaning : “If there is birth or production of Hetu and 
Phala, you should perforce admit an order. For, at one and the 
same time if they are to be bom like two horns, it amounts 
to saying verily that they do not have any mutual relationship 
at all.” 


HETU AND PHALA CANNOT POSSIBLY 
BE BORN TOGETHER 

If you reckon that the defect mentioned above is not proper, 
then an order in the birth of these Hetu and Phala in the manner 
- “Hetu is bom first and Phala is bom later” - you will have 
to perforce accept. If it is not accepted that from one thing only 
another thing is bom, then it is not possible to neglect or discard 
any order. For, if they were to be bom together, it will amount 
to saying that there is no relationship whatsoever between the 
categories like cause and effect. For this an illustration : ‘Like 
two horns’ ; just as between the two left and right horns of a 
bull there is no mutual relationship whatsoever - in the same 
way, here too there cannot be any relationship. This is implied 
here. 

arafe®: ^ ll^ll 

Meaning : “If in your doctrine Phala alone is bom, then 
Hetu is not established ; a Hetu which is itself not bom - 
how at all can it create Phala ?” 

FOR UNESTABLISHED HETU AND PHALA THERE CANNOT BE 
ANY RELATIONSHIP OF CAUSE AND EFFECT 

How can it be said that there is no relationship whatso¬ 
ever ? - if this question is asked, the answer is : If from a Phala, 
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which is yet to be bom and which is not yet bom, just like a 
hare’s hom etc., anything is to be bom from Asat, then Hetu 
cannot possibly be established, cannot possibly be bom. There¬ 
fore, just like the unknown or unfamiliar, unborn hare’s hom etc. 
how at all can Hetu, which is itself non-existing, give rise to 
Phala ? Nobody has seen anywhere a relationship being there 
between two Asatpadarthas (false, unreal things), which are to be 
bom mutually each from the other, themselves unestablished - 
which .are just like the hare’s horns - either of cause and effect 
or any other kind of relationship, is it not so ? 

9>dld,r«n6: 4>dfar.M^ I 

faP.6^3 rcT 11*411 

Meaning : “If you say that for Hetu birth is from Phala 
and for Phala birth is from Hetu alone, then between these two 
which was bom first ? Because it was bom first, from it the 
other has to be established, is it not so ?” 

FOR HETU AND PHALA THE TEMPORAL RELATIONSHIPS 
OF ‘PRIOR’ AND ‘LATER’ DO NOT EXIST 

Thus even after we have refuted the dogmatic theory in the 
manner that - “Because there is no relationship whatsoever be¬ 
tween Hetu and Phala, there cannot possibly exist any cause- 
effect relationship between them” - if you are still going to 
contend that they do get mutually established each by the other, 
we will ask the questions : Between Hetu and Phala which is 
bom first ? Which of the two was bom first due to which the 
other came into being ? - Answer these queries. The implicit 
meaning of this argument is : Without the temporal order of the 
type - ‘prior’ and ‘later or posterior’ - one cannot be established 
by means of the other, is it not so ? 

Meaning : “Among the three (defects) - ‘Ashakti’ (in¬ 
capability), ‘ Aparijnana ’ (though the question is understood, 
the proper answer has not flashed) or ‘Kramakopa’ (infringe¬ 
ment of rule of order) - one will get attached. In this manner 
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in all respects Buddhists have - it amounts to saying - brought 
to light Ajati alone.” 

IF IT IS NOT DECIDED AS TO WHICH OF THE TWO - HETU 
AND PHALA - IS FIRST ESTABLISHED, THEN A DEFECT 

ENTAILS THAT DOCTRINE 

As otherwise if your opinion is that it is not possible to 
determine as to which of these two is first established, then you 
suffer from ‘ Ashakti ’ (incapability), ‘Aparijnana' (lack of com¬ 
prehensive knowledge). It will amount to saying that this is a 
Moudhya (stupidity or dullness) of the nature of not being able 
to distinguish the Tattwa (Reality) in that though you have 
cognized, understood what I have said, the correct answer did not 
flash to your intelligence. This is reckoned by Naiyyayikas as a 
Nigrahasthana (state of non-comprehension) called ‘Apratibha’. 
As otherwise, if you still maintain that - “No one can possibly 
decide as to which of these two gets established first” - it may 
amount to the defect of ‘ Kramakopa ’ (bringing about disorder in 
the orderliness). You first said that - “From Hetu, Phala is 
established and from Phala, Hetu is established” ; the orderliness 
of the type ‘one after another they are bom’ - is made topsy¬ 
turvy, is upset. Having first accepted the orderliness of the type 
- “One after another they are bom” - later, your statement to the 
effect - “The question of ‘prior’ and ‘later’ is not possible to be 
decided” - will not go without contradicting your promise, sol¬ 
emn declaration, is it not so ? 

By these disputants who are thus pointing out defects in one 
another’s doctrines and who are staunchly believing and profess¬ 
ing themselves to be erudite scholars it amounts to affirming the 
truth of Ajati (birthlessness) alone publicized and popularized. 
Among them the Lokayatikas, believing or imagining that when 
the elements get transformed into the shape of a body - just as 
intoxication is produced - all the functions of vital force like 
breathing etc. as also cognitive faculty are produced automati¬ 
cally, they say that the body itself is Atman. This doctrine is not 
accepted by the other disputants. For, cognition (consciousness, 
awareness) etc. do not exist till the "body exists - just like the 
Rupa (form) etc. which last till the body exists - Chaitanya (Pure 
Consciousness) cannot possibly be a quality of the body - this 
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is their Yukti (logical argument). Vijnanavadins (Idealists among 
Buddhists) are asserting that apart from Vijnana (intellect) neither 
the external object nor another Atman who is related to Vijnana 
exists. For, their Yukti is : Associated or bound with the intellect 
alone there occur the dealings of Pramana (valid means of knowl- 
edge) and Prameya (objects of knowledge) within the body. On 
the other hand, the Madhyamikas (another school of Buddhists) 
aver that - “Atman is neither one that exists, nor one who does 
not exist; he is of the essential nature of Shunya (essencelessness).” 

_ W 

Karma Mimamsakas especially say : Because there is a Sruti 

sentence : *TT ^ eiN» '^nfrT* - (?) - meaning - 

“This Yajamana (performer of a sacrifice) who is equipped with 
the weapon of a Yajna (sacrifice) goes directly to Svargaloka 
(heaven)” - quite different from Vijnana (intellect) there exists an 
Atman. But in their doctrine because between Hetu and Phala the 
question as to which is first has not been determined, the state¬ 
ment that between them there exists a relationship of cause and 
effect is not tenable - thus the other disputants point out a defect 
in their doctrine. Thus all these disputants who are supposed to 
be accepted as erudite scholars are propounding or following 
doctrines which are opposed to one another and hence it amounts 
to their evolving the truth that - “Jeevatman is not really bom” 
- alone. Therefore, the truth of Ajati alone which gets evolved 
out of their debate we have acknowledged - this is Shri 
Gaudapada’s opinion here. 

Meaning : “The illustration with the nomenclature of 
‘Bijahkura ’ (seed-sprout) is always equal to Sadhya (a thing 
that is possible to be attained through an effort). A Hetu 
(cause) which is Sadhyasama (equal to an effect, resultant of 
effort) cannot be suitable or proper thing to establish a Sadhya 
(effect of an effort), is it not so ?” 

TO SAYTHAT HETU-PHALA SANTANA (CONTINUUM) IS 
ANADI (BEGINNINGLESS) IS NOT REASONABLE 

Now the third theory that we had mentioned in the com- 
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mentary on the 14th Karika is being taken up for consideration 
(Hetu, Phala - both these are Anadi is the first theory ; Hetu- 
Phala - both these have a relationship of cause and effect mu¬ 
tually between them - is the second theory ; the Santana or 
continuum of Hetu-Phala is Anadi is the third theory - which is 
being taken up for deliberation). 

(Jativadin’s doubt) : It is our statement that there exists 
a relationship of cause and effect between Hetu and Phala. 
Clinging on to our mere statement without understanding fully 
our real intended purport, now you are pointing out ‘ Chhala' 
(obduracy, doggedness) in our statements in the manner - “Just 
like the father being bom from the son” (4-15) ; “Like the horns 
of a bullock they do not have any mutual relationship” - (4-16) 
etc. ; now the Naiyyayikas say that - “To imagine a meaning 
different from the real intended purport of a speaker by taking 
the meaning of a statement without its later explanatory portion 
is called * Vakchhala ’ (obdurate statement)” - (Nyaya Sutra 1-2- 
112). Here what we merely stated as : “Between Hetu and Phala 
there exists a cause-effect relationship” - is without any special 
reason, purport behind it. You have, in fact, imagined that there 
exists a mutual cause-effect relationship between these two phe¬ 
nomena, as also between these two which are bom together alone 
there exists a cause-effect relationship - thus quite a different, 
alien opinion you have imagined and you are pointing out these 
above-mentioned defects. But you have not taken into account 
our intended purport at all. We have not at all stated anywhere 
either that from an unborn or unestablished Hetu the Phalasiddhi 
(the birth of Phala) or from unborn, unestablished Phala the 
Hetusiddhi (the birth of Hetu) takes place ; on the other hand, 
we have acknowledged the theory that like the Bijankura (seed- 
sprout) between these two (i.e. Hetu and Phala) there is a cause- 
effect relationship. Here what is the defect ? Point out. 

(Siddhantin) : We will explain, listen. It is our opinion that 
the opponent mentions the illustration with the name of Bijankura 
- that illustration is always Sadhyasama (equal to the effect 
produced by a Sadhana or effort). For, that is also not estab¬ 
lished ; in fact, it has yet to be established. Even the question 
of - “Whether there exists a cause-effect relationship between 
Bija-Ankura (seed-sprout) or not ?” - is itself to be decided. 
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(Objection) : The fact that there exists a cause-effect re¬ 
lationship between the seed and its sprout is actually perceived 
by our senses, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : Not so. Just as you have accepted the fact that 
there is an Adi (beginning) for Hetu and Phala, in the same way 
you have accepted that between Bija and Ahkura - to the pre¬ 
ceding one in a series - there is invariably an Adi. Just as the 
sprout that is just now bom is bom from the seed and hence it 
is one with a beginning, since that seed also is bom from another 
sprout it is invariably with a beginning - thus you have perforce 
to agree. Therefore, to imagine Anaditwa (being without a begin¬ 
ning, i.e., birthlessness) to individual units like the Bija-Ankura 
- amounts to a path being verily followed by a line of congenital 
blindmen. Similar is the case also with the theory that between 
Hetu and Phala there exists an Anadi (beginningless) cause-effect 
relationship. As otherwise, if you still contend that - “We are not 
saying that each of the individual Bija or Ahkura is Anadi ; the 
Bija-Ahkura Santana (continuum) alone is Anadi and this alone 
is our intended purport” - then that too is not proper. For, there 
does not at all exist ‘Ekatwa’ (unity, oneness) here. To wit, the 
individual units of Bija and Ahkura, especially, are many ; they 
are not evidently a ‘ Santatf (a series, continuum), is it not 
so ? 

These Anadivadins are not arguing that - “Apart from the 
Bija and Ahkura, quite separately, independently - different from 
those two individual units - there exists a Bijankura-Santana." In 
truth, these individual units of Bija and Ahkura themselves when 
endowed or associated with a relationship of the type of ‘the 
previous one’ and ‘the later one’ - they appear to be or conceived 
by us as ‘Bijankura Santana’ - that is all. Therefore, neither the 
seeds nor the sprouts are Anadi ; in fact, apart from these Bija 
and Ahkura there does not at all exist a Padartha (substance, 
entity) called Bijankura-Santana. It being so, in the illustration 
there is nothing whatsoever which is Anadi. The illustrated ex¬ 
ample also we should discern in the same manner. Hence, what 
we asked in (4-14) as : “How at all your statement that there 
exists Anaditwa between Hetu and Phala is correct, proper !” - 
is verily reasonable. In the same way, what we stated as : “Just 
as from the son the father is bom” ; “Just as the two horns they 
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are unrelated alone” - also is not ‘Va kchhala' (obdurate state¬ 
ment). For, the theory or concept of mutual relationship of cause 
and effect and theory of cause-effect relationship for simultaneous 
birth itself are not tenable ; this truth we have already demon¬ 
strated by means of Yukti (logical devices) indeed. 

It being so, since the illustration of Bijankura is Sadhyasama 
it is not a proper illustration. In the Karika the expression that 
- “It is a Hetu which is Sadhyasama” - is used in the sense or 
with the meaning of - “an illustration which is Samyasama 
(having similarity)” ; for, here the opposing disputants have not 
illustrated the Bijankurasantana as a Hetu (cause) at all ; they 
have, in fact, used it as an illustration itself. Therefore, just as 
a Hetu which is Sadhyasama and unestablished is not a proper 
cause, in the same way an illustration which is Sadhyasama is 
not a proper, legitimate illustration. With this purport in mind it 
is stated that a Hetu which is Sadhyasama is not helpful for the 
establishment of the Sadhya (theory to be proved). This alone is 
the purport behind the Karika indeed. 

8. CONCLUSION OF THE DELIBERATION 

ON HETU-PHALA 

•iwHHite ^ ^ 1 ^ irui 

Meaning : “Not to cognize the facts as to which is the 
previous one and which comes into being later - brings out, 
evolves in its wake Ajati alone. How can it be proper to say 
that - ‘When one Dharma (entity) is being bom, its precedent 
is not being known’ - ?” 

NOT TO KNOW THE PURVA ((PREVIOUS, PRIOR) AND 
APARA (LATER, POSTERIOR) PROJECTS AJATI ALONE 

Previously in 4-19 it was stated that - “Buddhists - who are 
disputants with a high sense of pride thinking that they them¬ 
selves are erudite scholars - are bringing to light Ajati (birthlessness) 
in all respects” - is it not so ? How can it be said that they are 
projecting Ajati alone ? - To this question the answer is : 
Inability to cognize as to which of the two viz. Hetu and Phala, 
is existing first and which is bom afterwards - illumines and 
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and shows up Ajati ; to wit, how can it be proper to say that 
the thing that exists prior to the Dharma (entity) is not known ? 
Those who find out (cognize) in the manner - “This thing is 
bom” - should invariably come to know the cause that gives rise 
to that birth, is it not so ? For, only after knowing the relatonship 
that exists between the Janya (bom object) and the Janaka (that 
which gives rise to the birth) the fact that - “This too is a Janya 
(bom object)” - is cognized. Although cause and effect are 
Nityasambaddha (eternally related), merely on the ground of 
some saying - “We do not know the cause” - it amounts to their 
agreeing that - “Ajati alone is the real truth.” 

THE PURPORT BEHIND REFUTING 
HETU - PHALA CATEGORIES 

Here the secret is : ^ <*4 u ll (Bri. 

3-2-13) meaning - “One who performs righteous, meritorious 
deeds is bom in a meritorious birth, while one who performs 
unrighteous, sinful deeds is bom in an inauspicious, low birth” 

; jweft.• - (Katha 2-2-7), meaning -“Some people, for 

the purpose of obtaining a body, attain a separate birth ; some 
others attain Sthavaratwa (stationary existence)” ; l<3! TSIT ^>4 ’TOT 

- meaning - “As per one’s Jnana (knowledge) - Karma 
(deeds) - Vasana (latent impressions, proclivities) (transmigration 
is taking place)” - etc. - from all these Srutis it is to be known 
that Atman is * Hetu-Phalatmaka 9 (of the nature of cause and 

effect). Just as it is stated in the Mantra - 

- meaning - “ The Creator created the sun and the moon as 
before” and ^ ■qiR4 ^ tixfci'oi* - (Gita 15- 

3), meaning - “For (this tree of) Samsara no form is seen, no 
end is seen, no beginning also is seen ; the middle state also is 
not seen”. - according to this Gita Smiriti sentence ; the Siddhantin 
also has accepted the fact that - ‘Samsara is Anadi’. But all these 
tenets the Siddhantin has accepted accepting ‘ Mayika Janma 9 
(illusory birth) alone as an ‘ Upaya ’ (subtle device) alone so as 
to teach that - ‘Atman alone who is Aja and Advaya is Paramartha 
(the Absolute, Transcendental Reality)’ - and not that in the 
Absolute sense the empirical entities have a birth, accepting 
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thereby Jativada. When observed from the Paramartha Drishti, the 

f 

Sastra does not at all accept Jativada. For, it is stated in the 
Sruti : % W . (Bri. 4-4-25) - 

stressing that the Jivatman is Aja-Advaya Brahman alone ; ‘3DPT 

f? ^ «RJ1 V<tfd ^ - (Bri. 4-4-2) - signifying that by means 

of Jnana alone one can attain the state of fearless Selfhood. For 

this reason alone, in various verses of the Advaita Prakarana too 

* • 

it has been taught that - “ While dying or being bom, he exists 
like Akasha” ; “Now, all Sanghatas (conglomeration of the body, 
the senses etc.) are like those of the dream” - (3-10) ; “The 
different kinds of creation are mentioned in order to teach the 
Tattwa and to prepare the intellect (to be receptive)” - (3-15) ; 
“This has become distinct or separate due to Maya” - (3-24) ; 
“Though Atman is not bom, He is bom due to His Maya” - 
(3-24) ; “That this one is the Atman who is said to be Neti, 
Neti” - (3-26) etc. But here with a view to acknowledging 
Ajativada which is evolved, deduced from the mutual contradic¬ 
tions of the disputants who accept the doctrines that - "The Jiva 
is really of the nature of Hetu-Phala” - as also - “The Santana 
(continuum) of Hetu and Phala is really Anadi” - their doctrinaire 

theories are refuted. % '4^ * - (Bri. 4- 

5-15), meaning - “Where to Him everything has become Atman 
alone, there with what can he see what ?” ; ‘T <u^c«i T <**iir u i 

TPJ: I T Weft’ - (Gita 5-14), meaning - 

“Parameshwara has not created for the people either their Kartrutwa 
or their Karmas ; nor has He created any relationship between 
Karmas and Phalas ; the Avidyasvabhava itself is behaving (func- 

r 

tioning) in that manner” - thus in the Sastra also it has been 
clarified that any Vyavahara of the type of Hetu-Phala etc. - 
whatever it may be - does not exist from the Paramartha Drishti. 

HOW COME THIS DIVISION OF VYAVAHARIKA AND 

PARAMARTHIKA DRISHTIS ? 

• • 

(Question) : What is the authoritative proof, support for 
having divided these two Drishtis (viewpoints) as Vyavaharika 
(empirical) and Paramarthika (Absolute, Transcendental) ? Why 
should it not be accepted that Atman is really Hetu-Phalatmaka ? 
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(Answer) : For this the answer is : Since the waking state 
is the support or substrate for all Vaidika (religious, Vedic) 
and Loukika (mundane, workaday) transactions, it is called 
‘Vyavaharikavastha’. That viewpoint in which that state alone 
is kept or taken predominantly as the ground reality (basis) is 
verily Vyavaharika Drishti. In fact, it has taken only one part 
of the Jneya (phenomena to be known or objectified). We have 
acknowledged that all pervasive (Intuitive, Absolute) Drishti 
as Paramarthika Drishti which - without entertaining in the 
least any partiality or preferential consideration with regard 
to any matter pertaining to the three universal states of 
experience of Jagrat (waking), Svapaa (dream) and Sushupti 
(deep sleep) - objectifies everything completely or compre¬ 
hensively! For, apart from these three states of experience there 
does not exist any Jneya (object of knowledge) whatsoever. The 
truth that by the Intuitive examination of the Avasthatraya how 
the Siddhanta (spiritual teaching) that - “Atman who is Aja, 
Advaya and of Nityashuddhabuddhamuktaswabhava is Himself 
the Paramarthasatya (the Absolute Reality)” - is established, has 
been demonstrated in the Agama Prakarana. First showing by 
means of Yukti as to how the two states of Jagrat and Svapna 
are in all respects equal, then the truth that all Drishya (object 
of perception) is really Mayika (illusory, Vitatha or false) was 
proved in Vaitathya Prakarana. In the Advaita Prakarana it 
was shown as to how there is no opposition between Ajativada 
and Mayikajativada. Now in this Alatashanti Prakarana espe¬ 
cially, because observing merely from the exclusive limited (pa¬ 
rochial) viewpoint of the waking state those disputants, who have 
accepted the categories of cause and effect to be absolutely real, 
cannot possibly determine as to which of the two, viz. cause and 
effect is first, prior and which is later or posterior - and since 
this fact has been acknowledged - from their viewpoint also - it 
amounts to bringing to light Ajati alone ; thus it has been proved 
by means of Avita (Vyatireka) Nyaya, and hence what we have 
mentioned as the distinction of Vyavaharika and Paramarthika 
Drishtis is irrefutable, inviolable indeed. 

'41 Wl 'qifa T I 
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Meaniog : “No entity or object - whatsoever it may be 

- either by itself or from another is bom. Sat (real), Asat 
(unreal) or Sadasat (real as also unreal) - in whatever manner 

- no Vastu whatever is bom.” 

TO ACCEPT JANMA TO BE REAL ALONE IS IN ALL 
RESPECTS OPPOSED TO LOGIC (REASONING) 

There exists yet another Yukti (logical device) to assert that 

- “Nothing whatsoever is bom”. That is : If an object is to be 
bom, then in any one of the following six ways it should be : 
(i) Itself by itself ; (ii) from another ; (iii) both joining together 
it is bom ; (iv) Sat (that which exists) ; (v) Asat (that which does 
not exist) ; (vi) Sadasat (existing yet non-existing). Barring these 
ways in no other manner whatsoever an object can possibly be 
bom. Now let us examine each one of those ways of birth one 
by one : Here (i) first of all any object, entity - whatever it may 
be - cannot possibly be bom from itself. For, it is already 
established as existing. Now there is no need whatsoever for it 
to be bom afresh. This is too evident a fact. For example, an 
earthen pot cannot possibly be said to be bom from itself, is it 
not so ? (ii) The fact that one object cannot be bom from another 
is also very clear ; the object called ‘pot’ - how can it possibly 
be bom from another object called ‘cloth’ ? Or from one piece 
of cloth how can another piece of cloth be bom ? (iii) Now, to 
say that one particular object from itself and from another - thus 
from both it is bom - this is especially an impossible event or 
matter ; for, it is a contradictory statement. For example, a pot 
is bom both from itself and from a piece of cloth which is 
different from itself - thus no one utters h blatantly contradictory 
statement, is it not so ? It is very clear that just as from both 
Ghata (pot) and Pata (piece of cloth) a pot being bom is not 
possible at all, in the same way jointly from both a piece of cloth 
being bom also is not possible at all. 

(Objection) : It is perceptible that from clay a pot is bom, 
from a father a son is bom - is it not so ? Even when one 
particular object being bom from another is seen, how can you 
reasonably refute the method or type of birth like - “One object 
is bom from another” - ? 

(Solution) : True. There is an empirical transaction among 
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the ignorant, deluded people of the form of the usage of an 
expression - “is bom”. Without examining anything - whatever 
it may be - to conclude that it is real is not proper at all, is it 
not so ? Therefore, those persons who are discriminative have 
perforce to examine the usage of an expression by those deluded 
persons to find out whether it is like that really or not. The object 
for those Shabda Pratyaya (word-concepts) which is called ‘ Karya' 
(effect) - does not exist at all ; thus it becomes decided. On the 

strength of the Sruti : f 4i^KMui fq<*l£l -unils - (Chh. 

6-1-4) - if we examine the Karyavastu (the entity or object which 
is an effect of a cause), we can discern that that thing is merely 
a name alone and not a real entity. Hence what we have stated 
that - “Nothing can possibly be bom from another” - is proper 
indeed. Therefore, there is no defect whatsoever in what we have 
stated. 

Now the question - “Whether the Vastu that is bom is Sat 
(existing), Asat (not existing) or Sadasat (though existing not 
existing) ?” - is to be decided, (iv) That is especially not Sat ; 
for, if it were Sat and it is already existing, it cannot be bom ; 
for, about already existing clay, father etc. to say that they are 
bom again is nonsensical. Sat means that thing which is already 
bom, is it not so ? (v) If it is Asat, even then it is reasonable 
to say that it is not bom ; for, like a hare’s horns etc. where 
is the question of a thing which is never existing being bom ? 
(vi) Now especially if it is said that it is Sadasat, then it is not 
possible for such a thing to be bom in any manner whatsoever ; 
for. Sat and Asat which are opposed to each other - these two 
qualities existing in one substance alone is not possible at all. 
Thus it amounts to saying that among the six ways which we 
have imagined above, not in any one of those ways a Vastu can 
possibly be bom. Barring these six ways no other method of birth 
exists. Therefore, it evolves that - “No entity - whatsoever it 
may be - is possibly bom in any manner”. 

EVEN IF NO CATEGORIES OF THE TYPE OF SAT, ASAT ETC. 
ARE APPLICABLE TO AN OBJECT TO BE BORN, IT IS IN ITS 
ABSOLUTE FORM OR NATURE BRAHMAN ALONE 

Here, on the face of it, it appears as though Shri Gaudapada 
has followed, adopted a Buddhists’ Yukti alone. For, in the 
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doctrine of the Shunyavadins it has been propounded that *4 

■RlPr T# *T w«lf qpaj^d: I 3M *ng W: II - 

(Madhyamika ftarika 1-1), meaning - “Whatever objects they 
may be - either from themselves or from others they are not 
bom ; since for these two reasons and since no Hetu (cause) 
whatsoever exists, objects which are bom do not exist anywhere 

and none whatsoever ; as also they are asserting that 4MI4M 

trt i to rn<M<il fir ipnf n* - (Ma. Ka. 

1-7) - meaning - “When it evolves that an existing, not existing 
or though existing not existing - no such entity can possibly 
exist, then how can it be proper to say that a Hetu (cause) which 
brings about a Karya (effect) exists ? Even it being so, here in 
the present context what is relevant is only this much : It is 
merely stated here that for objects in their forms of cause and 
effect does not become rational or justifiable in any manner 
whatsoever. In the doctrine of the Buddhists ‘ Pratityasamutpada' 
(if one thing exists another is bom - the theory of dependent 
origination) theory is followed and it is deduced that in no way 
whatsoever as Sat, Asat etc. there exists for objects any Sattwa 
(existence) whatsoever. In their doctrine it has been stressed that 
- “No entities ever exist at all” ; “They do not exist with any 
substrate whatsoever” (Madhyamika Ka. 1-1) - thus in both ways 
they do not have any existence whatsoever. But in the Vedantic 
teaching especially it has been acknowledged that there exists a 
‘ Mayika Karyakaranabhava' (illusory cause-effect relationship) 
first ; then utilizing the tenet that - ‘Since all phenomena in the 
form of Karya (effect) are mere Vacharambhana (forms projected 
by mere speech or words), they are invariably non-different 
(Anydnya) from Karana (cause) and not that they among them¬ 
selves have any cause-effect relationship whatsoever ; for, they 
do not possess any independent existence whatsoever’ - finally, 
it is taught that - ‘Brahman alone which is the substratum for 
everything is the Paramasatya (Absolute, Transcendental Real¬ 
ity).’ “That alone is Satya” - (Chh. 6-8-7) is the Sruti which 
supports, substantiates this teaching. Thus we must discern that 
there exists a very great difference between the Buddhistic 
‘Shunyavada’ and Vedanta. 
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THERE IS NO SYSTEMATISATION OF HETU-PHALA 
CATEGORIES IN THE DOCTRINE OF 
KSHANIKAVIJNANAVADINS AMONG BUDDHISTS 

We have so far exposed the defect that among all the 
proponents of the doctrines propounding that- in this manner the 
Kriya-Karaka-Phala are different categories - there is no relation¬ 
ship whatsoever between Hetu and Phala. Now those who accept 
the doctrine that - “Janma itself is bom” - and thereby a kind 
of unity or identity among Kriya-Karaka-Phala is accepted as also 
it is propounded that an object (Vastu) exists invariably in a 
Kshanika form (momentarily) - all these Buddhists are far away 
from Yukti. For, in their opinion barring the Kshana (moment of 
time) which decides in the manner - “This is like this” - the 
Vastu does not exist for another moment at all. In their doctrine 
the commonplace transaction of the type - “I did this action then 
and now I am experiencing its fruit” - which is of the essential 
nature of a memory of a past experience (Anubhava-Smriti-Rupa) 
is itself untenable. Although all the common run of people are 
familiar with the ‘Pratyabbijnana ’ of recognizing at present an old 
or past object or phenomenon and reckoning in the manner - 
‘That thing alone is this’ or ‘That person alone am I’ - this is 
not applicable in their doctrines. For, since they have accepted 
that any object - whatever it may be - is destroyed in a moment 
- no Anubbava (experience) whatsoever is possibly applicable in 
their doctrine ; nor the memory of a thing which is not expe¬ 
rienced also is possible, is it not so ? Thus it is not possible for 
them to say - “The transaction of the type - ‘Similar to that thing 
is this’ - may occur from Sadrishya (similarity, analogy)” ; for, 
no one gets the Pratyabhijnana of the type - “Similar to that 
thing is this” - at all ; however empirical transactions are defi¬ 
nitely occurring in the manner - “That alone is this” ; “That 
person alone am I” - alone. 

A DEFECT IN THE DOCTRINE OF THE PRESENT-DAY 
VIKARAPRAVAHAVADINS (PROPONENTS 
OF THE FLOW OF CHANGE) 

The present-day followers of a theory of Bergson say : All 
the phenomena - both within the body (corporeal) and what is 
seen in the external world - are of the form of a flux of change 
alone ; a thing which is absolutely in a stationary state is not 


Alatashanti Prakarana 


407 


existing at all. In truth, the Vasfu Tattwa (the Ultimate Reality) 
is verily what is changing prior and posterior to the moment 
when we decide in the manner - “This is like this.” This too is 
an unreasonable doctrine ; for, in this theory there is no purpose, 
benefit whatsoever from Tattwajijnasa (pursuit of Reality). Al¬ 
though phenomena which are stationary and those which are 
moving are, in the experience of all people, opposites, it evolves 
from their doctrine that all that is mere Bhranti (delusion) alone. 
Really speaking, if there is no object or entity whatsoever which 
is steady or stationary, how at all is it possible to say that the 
cognition - .“It is so” - is a delusion ? Besides, in their doctrine 
it is not possible even to conjecture, imagine in one’s mind as 
to what is meant by ‘movement’ ; for, as a substrate for move¬ 
ment they have not accepted even an empty space. Especially to 
accept movement for the Akasha also is not possible at all. In 
the same way, to imagine'that there exists a movement which 
does not desiderate any time factor is also an impossible propo¬ 
sition. For, the experience of movement has necessarily to occur 
in the manner - “From that time to this moment it was mov¬ 
ing” ; if not, for the word ‘movement’ there is no meaning at 
all. Apart from this, if everything is only movement, it will 
amount to saying that there cannot be any experience whatsoever 
of two movements ; or, in the alternative, that also will amount 
to being a delusion alone. And one movement is faster than ‘ 
another or slower - to say thus also it is not suitable or applicable 
in this doctrine. Although it is in everyone’s experience in the 
manner - “Movement occurred in a particular moment .of time 
and movement towards a particular direction ; movement has 
come to a standstill” - such universal experiences they will 
perforce have to deny. Because in their doctrine categories like 
time, experience, vital force - all become one and the same 
phenomenon, it will have to be concluded that this doctrine itself 
is opposed to universal experience. Therefore, this theory of a 
flux of change is, in all respects, to be declared as unreasonable, 
irrational alone. 

anfcf frraft -qpr crer wfM ii^ii 
Meaning : “Hetu cannot possibly be bom from Phala 
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which is Anadi (beginningless) or since it (Hetu) is itself 
Anadi ; Phala also due to its essential nature cannot possibly 
be bom. For, a thing which has no Adi, it cannot possibly 
have birth.” 

SINCE THEY ARE ANADI ALONE BOTH HtTU 

AND PHALA ARE AJA 

Another point : By your acceptance of the fact that Hetu 
and Phala are Anadi alone, you have perforce to accept that Hetu 
and Phala are not at all bom. We have already in 4-14 refuted 
the theory that Hetu and Phala are Anadi by saying : “How can 
you say that Hetu and Phala have Anaditwa ?” Now, by accept¬ 
ing that they are Anadi we point out this defect : If that is so, 
it amounts to your accepting Ajativada alone. How is it ? - To 
this the answer is : From a Phala, which docs not have Adi, Hetu 
cannot possibly be bom ; you have not accepted at all that from 
a Phala, which is Anadi and which is not bom at all, Hetu is 
bom - is it not so ? 

(Doubt) : What is the defect if it is said that from a Phala 
alone which is established as Anadi Hem is bom ? 

(Solution) : Not so. For, without any proper reason a Phala, 

m 

which is established to be Anadi by its very nature, is bom in 
the form of Hetu - thus you do not agree, is it not so ? For, 
if you say so, it amounts to saying that it will have perforce to 
continue being bom all the time, or if you contend that Phala 
itself is of an essential nature of being bom, then it will amount 
to saying that it is not Anadi. 

For this part of the verse, yet another meaning can be 
adduced : Hetu is not bom ; for, it is Anadi. In the same way, 
Phala also is not bom ; for, it is in its very essential nature 
Anadi, that means, it has no beginning. This is the implicit 
meaning. 

Therefore, because you have accepted Anaditwa for both 
Hetu and Phala it amounts to your accepting Ajativada alone. 
For, that thing which has no Adi, meaning Karana (cause), that 
has no Adi, meaning - Janma (birth) is not there at all ; in our 
workaday transactions people will accept the fact that - “That 
thing alone which has a Karana, has a Janma” - but no one will 
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ever accept a Janma for a thing which has no Karana (cause). 
This is the implicit meaning here. 

In any case, in this manner whether it is accepted that - 

(a) a mutual causation between Hetu and Phala exists ; or 

(b) both of them are bom together (simultaneously) ; or (c) it is 
assumed that the Santana (continuum) of Hem and Phala catego¬ 
ries is Anadi, it is unavoidable to be entailed with various types 
of defects in Jativada. Especially if it is contended that both of 
them are Anadi in their very essential natures, it amounts to 
acknowledging Ajativada alone. Thus the Jativada being rendered 
untenable in any manner, it finally amounts to the Jativadins 
revealing the truth that - “Ajati alone is the Siddhanta”. 

FOR THE WORLD WHICH IS KRIYA-KARAKA-PHALATMAKA 
THERE CAN BE MAYIKAJANMA ONLY 

Here there lurks this secret : Because between the waking 
and the dream states of Consciousness there does not exist any 
distinction whatsoever and though the phenomena that appear 
internally and externally in both of them are false, within these 
two states the phenomena appearing in their respective Avastha 
seem to be having the distinctions of ‘false’ and ‘real’ indeed. 
As per their respective places, both the ‘ Chittakala ’ (mentally 
formulated time category) and the l Bahyakala' (external time 
category) are appearing along with the category of ‘ Akasha ’ 
(empty space) seen to be the support. Further, all the phenomena 
that are seen in these time-space as substrates appear to be of 
the fonns of Dravya (substance), Guna (quality) and Kriya (ac¬ 
tion). Besides, when the Kriya (action or movement) of the 
forms of Parinama (transformation) and Parispanda (hectic 
vibrations or pulsations) appearing therein is compared to some 
other Vastus which remain steady or stationary as they are, then 
it appears as though in certain Vastus the two forms of Parinama 
and Parisnanda do exist. This whole world which is beset with 

JL 

such wonders as three periods of time viz. past, present and 
future and the concomitant categories of Kriya-Karaka-Phala does 
not exist without any traces or taint of it left behind and subsides 
in Sushupta Avastha (deep sleep state) and becomes one with the 
Prajhatinarupa (state of unalloyed Pure Consciousness). Even so, 
it exists therein (in such a subtle but potential form) without 
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vitiating Atman in the least by its Dhaima (qualities) ; further it 
is being witnessed by everyone that from that Prajnatman alone, 
without bringing about any change whatsoever in that Atman (i.e. 
Prajnatman), the world of diversity or duality is attaining a 
‘Mayika Janma ’ (illusory or magical birth or creation) both in the 
waking and the dream. All this has been clarified in the previous 
three Prakaranas. In this manner, without cognizing the truth of 
life that - “Atman, who is never at any time is bom in the form 
of Kriya-Karaka-Phala, apparently acquires a Mayajanma” - the 
various disputants, observing merely from the Jagrat Avastha 
Drishti (viewpoint of the waking state experience only), are 
assuming or putting on, as it were, the Mithyabhimana (false 
pride’or egoism) to believe that - “All the perceived objects are 
really being bom (in time and space with some causation).” 
Thereupon they are refuting one another’s doctrines arguing in 
the manner - “The objects are bom in this particular manner only 
and not in that manner” - and they are all revealing the truth 
that Ajativada alone is correct. This much alone is clarified here. 

9. AS A RESULT OF THE QUARREL BETWEEN 
VIJNANAVADINS^ (IDEALISTS) AND 
BAHYAR THA VADJNS (REALISTS) 

AJATI STANDS REVEALED 

Meaning : “Any cognitive knowledge must have a cause ; 
otherwise, Dvaya (duality) will become non-existent. Since 
extreme distress or anguish is also seen, it is our opinion that 
there is dependence on another.” 

OBJECTIONS RAISED BY REALISTS AGAINST IDEALISM 

It has been stated so far that by the opposing opinions or 
doctrines of disputants who have been following Satkaryavada 
and Asatkaryavada etc. Ajati itself is established. With a view to 
strengthening this tenet further the contradicting doctrines of the 
Idealists and the Realists have been exemplified here. 

The Vijnanavadins’ (Idealists’) doctrine is : Apart from the 
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intellectual awareness (Vijnana) externally no other really real 
(Paramartha) object whatsoever exists. For, only if Vijnana is 
there the external object appears, if not it does not appear. 
Therefore, it amounts to saying that Vijnana itself is appearing 
in the dual form as the form of cognition and the form of an 
object. 

The objection, against this doctrine, by the Bahyarthavadin 
(Realist) is : For Prajnapti (cognitive knowledge) - meaning for 
cognition or becoming aware of an object - externally, outside 
there should necessarily be a cause. Nimitta here means an 
external object. Apart from the cognitive knowledge there should 
necessarily exist an external object ; for, without any object being 
there externally the cognitive knowledge of sound, touch etc. 
cannot accrue or occur. As otherwise, if it is accepted that 
without there being any object whatsoever externally cognition 
(consciousness) may occur, then it amounts to saying that cog¬ 
nition, without the external objects being there, has itself the 
capability of depicting, showing phenomena like sound, touch etc. 
Then, in that event, “At all times the cognitive knowledge of all 
objects may take place” - it will amount to admitting such a 
ridiculous principle. Another reason also can be adduced here. If 
it is not so, you will have to agree that there is no duality 
whatsoever ; Dvaya means various types of Pratyayas (concepts 
with a stamp of certainty or percepts occurring) ; if there is. no 
external cause for them, then it evolves that these various Pratyayas 
should not have occurred. As per the doctrine of the Vijiianavadins 
none of the following : The variety or diversity of Shabdapratyayas 
(percepts of sound) which are appearing in various forms of 
pleasing, harsh, loud or soft sounds ; the variety of Sparshapratyayas 
(percepts of touch) which are appearing as being hot or cold ; 
the diverse Rupapratyayas appearing as biack, yellow, red etc. ; 
the variety of Rasapratyayas appearing as sweet, sour, bitter etc. ; 
the variety of Gandhapratyayas appearing as fragrant, stinking 
etc. - can possibly occur. Especially to say that - ‘Pratyaya 
Vaicbitrya (variety of perceptual knowledge) does not at all 
occur’ - is opposed to universal experience, is it not so ? Besides, 
since cognitive knowledge is of one and the same form or nature 
without the external objects like sound, touch etc. there cannot 
possibly be any cause for such variegated percepts occurring in 
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this manner. In a clean crystal - without there being any external 
adjuncts with colours of red, black etc. - no variety of forms can 
possibly be seen, is it not so ? Therefore, in order that such 
variegated percepts occur or appear, it is quite reasonable and 
proper to imagine, surmise that there should necessarily exist a 
Bahyartha (external object) which is the cause for such perceptual 
knowledge. This indeed is his opinion. 

The Buddhists are using the word ‘Prajnapti’ not only with 
the meaning of cognitive knowledge but also with the meaning 
of ‘sound’. Even then, if there have to be a variety of sound 
which is used for the naming purpose, the corresponding external 
objects which are meant (signified) by those words should nec¬ 
essarily exist distinctively ; if not, this Shabdavaichitrya (variety 
of sounds) cannot possibly exist - thus a meaning for this part 
of the Karika has to be imagined. For the expression - 
‘Dvayanashataha 9 - if a meaning of - the categories of Grahya 
(comprehended object), Grahaka (comprehension)’ for the word 
‘Dvaya ’ (dual) - is assumed, then it will have to be perforce 
accepted that in order that a cognition of the categories like 
Grahya-Grahaka of the type - ‘ Prajnana ’ (cognition) ‘ Prajhata ’ 
(cognizer) ; ‘Prajnaptf (the final cognitive knowledge), ‘ Prajhapya ’ 
(the named external object) - to accrue or occur - there invariably 
exists an external object as a cause ; if not, it amounts to saying 
that this distinction of Grahya-Grahaka should not appear at all. 
In this manner a meaning will have to be imagined for this part 
of the verse. 

Paratantra (dependence on another thing) - which is the 
opponent’s doctrine - is proper and as they say - “Apart from 
Vijnana there should necessarily be a Bahyartha (external ob¬ 
ject)” - to assert in this manner there is another Yukti too ; as 
the Vaibhashikas (a buddhistic school of philosophy) and the 
Vaisheshikas (Indian school of philosophy propounding atomic 
theory) assert that apart from Vijnana for an external object to 
exist ‘Sanklesha’ - meaning, grief being experienced - is a strong 
evidence. If there are no causes like fire etc. in the external world 
why at all should an Anubhava (experience) of the appearance 
of Duhkha, brought about by touching fire, occur ? In die same 
way, if there is no contact or association with the benefit accru¬ 
ing from an external object why or how at all can there occur 
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Sukha ? For these questions there is no consolatory answers in 
the philosophy of Vijnanavadins. Besides, Vijnanavadins have 
propounded : “Klesha (grief), Karma (action), Janma (birth) - 
these three together are called Sanklesha” - (Trimshika, a Bud¬ 
dhistic text, p. 28) - thus they have also accepted a doctrine. It 
is their opinion (theory) that due to Sanklesha (defilement of the 
mind) Samsara and due to Vyavadana (by purification of the 
mind) Mukti occur. 

In any case, it is the doctrine of the Bahyarthavadin (Re¬ 
alist) that the Bahyapadartha (the external object) which is the 
cause for Pratyayavaichitrya (variety of percepts), Grahya-Grahaka 
Bheda (distinctions of the comprehended object and the compre¬ 
hension) and Sanklesha Anubhava (experience of grief) - should 
necessarily exist. 

Meaning : “For Prajnapti (cognitive knowledge) there 
should necessarily be a cause - this fact you have accepted, 
being convinced by Yukti (reasoning). The fact that .- ‘Nimitta 
(cause) is not Nimitta’ - has been accepted by us on the 
ground of Bhutadarshana (cognition of the Ultimate Reality).” 

THE REASON GIVENBY VIJNANAVADIN TO SAY 
THAT THE BAHYARTHA DOES NOT EXIST 

Thus for the objection raised by the Realist the Idealist’s 
answer is : All right, there is the Pratiti (long-cherished, deep- 
seated belief) of Dvaya-Sahklesha (grief from duality or external 
objects) - on the basis of this Yukti you are trying to prove that 
in the external world, apart from Vijhana (intellectual awareness), 
there should necessarily exist an object which is the cause, is it 
not so ? But we are saying that that Nimitta (cause) is not really 
the cause based on Paramartha (the ultimate reality). To wit, what 
is called a ‘pot’ does not exist at all (separately, independently) 
apart from the form of clay ; in the workaday world the common 
people believe that apart from a horse a he-buffalo exists ; but 
in that manner we do not see at all these phenomena of Vijnana 
(intellectual awareness) and Bahyanimitta (the external cause) 
existing separately. In the same way, the phenomenon of a piece 
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of cloth is not seen as cloth at all by those who have cognized 
the truth that cloth is entirely the cotton threads alone. Similarly, 
those threads too are not seen separately apart from the cotton 
staples. In the same strain of reasoning, those who examine 
anything existing as it really (in its real material form) exists - 
if they pursue till both ‘the sound’ and ‘the percept’ end up there 
is nothing at all that is seen as an external ‘ Nimitta ’ (cause) 
whatsoever. 

THE COUNTER-ARGUMENT BY BAHYARTHAVADIN 

(Objection) : Thus even after you have refuted phenomena 
like Ghata (pot), Pata (cloth) etc. something or the other invari¬ 
ably remains as a cause, is it not so ? Then how do you say 
that no cause whatsoever remains ? Besides, to assert that apart 
from Vijnana nothing ever exists is not reasonable. The fact that 
the appearances (percepts) of the type - “This is Vijnana ; this 
is an object” - distinctly is in everyone’s experience, is it not 
so ? Merely on the ground that the Vijnana accrues in the forms 
of ‘ Ghatavijnana' (pot-awareness), ‘ Patavijnana' (cloth-awareness) 
as a separate awareness for each object, you do not deny in the 
manner that that kind of distinctive awareness also does not exist 
at all, is it not so ? Therefore, just as in the manner of witnessing 
(perceiving) an object alone Vijnana has to thrive, in the same 
manner the external object too has necessarily to appear as an 
object for Vijnana, and to this extent alone you should perforce 
accept (the reasoning) in accordance with the Vastusthiti (ground 
reality). For, Vijnana and Vishaya are both appearing endowed 
invariably with a relationship of Vishayi-Vishaya, respectively. 
For this reason alone we have to acknowledge, in consonance 
with universal experience, that the objects like Ghata, Pata etc. 
exist in many numbers as also those who know or cognize them 
also exist in many numbers. For, even when the Vijnana is 
unitary or singular in our workday transactions, the objects like 
pots, cloth etc., are seen separately, distinctively ; as also the 
knowers or cognizers of these objects are also seen separately 
and distinctively. If it is contended that there is no other cognizer 
(than oneself), then consequently, you will have to perforce agree 
that there are no differences of the type - ‘Instructing about the 
Vijnanavada’ and ‘Cognizing or understanding it’ - etc. Apart 
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from this, because the phenomenon of - ‘The existence of an 
object’ - is an object (percept) for the Vijnana, it is to be 
accepted as separate only ; for, only after a relationship between 
an already existing entity or object and Vijnana is brought about 
the Vijneyatwa (the ability to be aware or conscious of some¬ 
thing) ensues - thus to conclude is reasonable. Astitwa (existence) 
is Tattwa (ground reality) which is found in an entity or object 
(Vastu ) without any desideration of or dependence upon another 
thing ; but it becoming a Vijneya (an object of awareness, 
cognition) especially is a thing that accrues only after it is related 
to the Vijnana (cognition, awareness) of the Vijnatru (cognizer). 
Therefore, what you said : “Having seen or realized the Paramartha 
(ultimate reality) we are saying that a Nimitta is really not a 
Nimitta” - is not proper. For, you have perforce to acknowledge 
- even if you don’t desire so - the fact that -“Only when 
Paramartha is seen, then only the Bahyartha exists” - is it not 
so ? 

SOLUTION TO THIS OBJECTION PROVIDED BY THE 

VIJNANAVADIN 

To this the solution that we provide is : You said that 
whether it is any object of the form of pot or cloth etc., or 
whether it is the cause for it of the form like the clay or cotton 
thread etc., they are invariably an object to the Vijnana - is it 
not so ? Even in that illustration also, you too will have to 
perforce acknowledge that - without assuming any special feature 
in the Vijnana of the type - Ghata Vijnana, Pata Vijnana - those 
objects of Ghata, Pata etc. existing is not tenable ; and so there 
exists a Vijnana of the form or shape of the Vishaya or object 
; only after accepting that Vishayakara (form or shape of the 
object) merely on that count it amounts to having realized the 
Tattwa (the ground reality) of the categories of Vishya-Vishayi, 
and so why should we at all acknowledge another object external 
to or outside Vijnana ? You further said that - “There exists a 
phenomenon called ‘existence’ associated with a Padartha (an 
object) and it is distinct from Vijneyavishaya (cognized object), 
is it not so ?” Since that fact that - “There exists a phenomenon 
called ‘existence’ - has perforce to be imagined by Vijnana and 
then has to be cognized, it amounts to saying (accepting) that 
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apart from Vijnana there is nothing else whatsoever existing and 
so from this it does not amount to your showing any defect at 
all in our doctrine ! Even for the arguments which you forwarded 
in the manner : “ Vijnana (cognition) and Vijneyapadartha (cognized 
object) - since both these are to be known or cognized mutually 
being dependent on (related to) each other, you will have per¬ 
force to accept that - both those phenomena (viz. Vijnana and 
Vijneyapadartha) do exist, objects are many, those who cognize 
them are also many” - it amounts to our providing merely an 
answer by this above counter-argument alone ; for, apart from 
Vijnana we are not seeing any of these whatsoever. The defect 
of the type - “In that case, if you contend that there does not 
exist another Vijhatru (cognizer), the empirical dealings of in¬ 
structing about Vijnanavada, understanding it etc., will have to 
disappear” - cannot also be possibly forwarded ; for, even when 
asserting that externally there exist some objects, without any 
relationship with Vijnana being there no empirical transaction is 
possible at all ; it is enough if it is agreed that all these 
transactions are caused due to an excessive or abundant change 
alone in the Vijnana. 

ANOTHER COMMENTARY TO THE 
SECOND HALF OF THE VERSE 

For the latter half of this verse a different version like 

can be adopted by separating words ( Padachheda ) and 

another commentary also in the following manner may be made : 
Nimitta (the cause) is really not a Nimitta - thus we say because 
there is “Abhutadarshanat” - meaning - an object, which is not 
real in the ultimate analysis, appears. For this the illustration is : 
In things like rope etc. what appears as snake etc. Because when 
phenomena like the rope-snake, a celestial city, dream, Maya etc., 
are appearing, without there existing any object - externally, the 
forms or shapes of Grahya-Grahaka are seen ; in the same 
manner, even in situations where you say - “Really we are seeing 
Ghata, Pata Vishayas” - it is reasonable to infer that there do not 
at all exist any real objects outside. For, the fact that - “Exter¬ 
nally objects appear to be existing” - is common (equal) to both 
the illustration and the illustrated example. Since what you are 
calling 'Nimitta' (cause) is invariably an object for the illusory 



Alatashanti Prakarana 


417 


appearance (a delusion), it can be rightly said to be not a real 
cause. For, when the Bhrantidarshana (illusory appearance or 
delusion) of a rope-snake etc. does not exist, apart from the 
Nityanirmala (eternally pure) Vijhanaswarupa (essential nature of 
awareness, cognition) no external object whatsoever is seen at all. 
It can be said that this is just like the knowledge of the mad 
people ; those objects which appear to mentally deranged persons 
are not seen as such by people who are not mad, is it not so ? 
Because a ‘cause’ that is imagined in the manner - ‘’In this way 
it should necessarily be in our workaday transactions” - is not 
to be seen whatsoever in states like deep sleep etc., it has to be 
realized that our seeing objects is merely a Bhrantidarshana 
(illusory appearance or a total delusion) indeed.” 

Further, even if we interpret the word ‘Prajhapti’ to mean 
Shabdaprayoga (usage of word), then also it amounts to saying 
that ‘Nimitta’ is not a Nimitta (cause) alone. For, it is realized 
by us that the ground reality (in the ultimate annlysis) is like that 
alone. To imagine a rule of law in the manner - “Wherever there 
is a usage of words there should necessarily be a Padartha 
(material object) which is Shabdavachya (signified by the word)” 

- there is no cause whatsoever. In the Lahkavatara Sutra (a 
Buddhistic text) it is said : “Oh great intellectual (wiseman), it 
is seen (in the workday world) that Asatpadarthas (false, unreal 
objects) are being dealt with or signified using words ; to wit, 
‘a hare’s horns’, ‘a tortoise’s body-hairs’, ‘a barren woman’s son’ 

- etc. are indicated by words by people in general ; Oh great 
wiseman, they are neither real objects nor are they unreal objects 
too ; even so, they are communicated by means of words. 
Therefore, what you stated that - ‘Because there is a transaction 
of words, all entities or objects do exist’ - that argument is not 
proper - (Lanka. Sutra P. 104). 

By this it amounts to our refuting ‘ Dvayadarshana ’, ‘ Sahklesha 
Anubhava' (4-24) - of doctrines ; for, Dvaya (Pratyayavaichitrya, 
Grahya-Grahaka Bheda) Sahklesha (suffering brought about by an 
object) - there is no Pramana whatsoever to prove that these 
phenomena exist apart from Vijnana ; because that they are not 
seen by people who are in deep sleep and such other states, it 
evolves that their appearance is mere Bhranti (delusion) alone ; 
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and hence they occur with regard to Abhutartha (non-existing, 
unreal phenomena) alone. Thus also it can be concluded. 

anpt ffc Wd: I R*l I 

Meaning : “The Chitta (mind) does not touch the ob¬ 
ject ; for that reason only it does not touch the Arthabhasa 
(the reflection or appearance of an object). For, Padartha (an 
object) is verily Abhuta (not really existing) ; therefore, apart 
from it Arthabhasa also does not exist.” 

IT IS AN ESSENTIAL NATURE OF CHITTA (MIND) TO 
SIGNIFY AS IF THERE EXISTS AN EXTERNAL OBJECT 

(Objection) : If there is no object whatsoever externally, 
why is it appearing ? If distinct, or a variety of, objects are not 
at all existing, then how at all is it possible for some among them 
to appear to be near and some far away, as also for them to 
appear to desiderate sufficient temporal, spatial and causal re¬ 
lationships among them ? If it is true that all these phenomena 
lurk within the mind alone, all these should have perforce ap¬ 
peared within the mind internally alone ; objects which have 
distinctions like being near or far-off should not have appeared 
to exist outside at all, is it not so ? 

(Counter-argument) : Even if we assume that externally 
objects do exist, you answer the query - ‘How does the mind 
cognize the respective distinctive features of the objects ?’ In 
fact, you have already acknowledged that - ‘Chitta exists inter¬ 
nally (to the body) and the Artha (object) exists outside, exter¬ 
nally’ - alone, is it not so ? When the Chitta touches the object, 
let there be various, distinct Vrittis (concepts) engendered in the 
Chitta ; even then, that Vaichitrya (variety) of those Vrittis has 
perforce to be cognized by the Chitta, but it should not cognize 
the external objects with the shapes of Ghata, Pata etc. Even so, 
though the Chitta cannot cognize the special features themselves 
that lurk within it, is it not a great wonder that the Chitta does 
invariably cognize the external object in the distinct manner - 
‘This is such and such a thing’ - ? 

(Objection) : All the people have believed that - “The 
external object alone appears in all such ways” - alone ; how 
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is it possible to refute, discard what is thus seen in our expe¬ 
rience by a mere Yukti deducing that it is not tenable ? The 
Chitta cannot by itself possibly create the object, is it not so ? 
No one is thinking in the manner - “In my Chitta (mind) a tree 
or a hill is created”, - is it not so ? A mental concept to the 
effect - “That which is existing alone is appearing to me” - is 
engendered. It cannot also be said - “All this is Bhranti (delu¬ 
sion)” - for, since Saphalapravritti (an empirical progress with the 
tangible fruit) is caused, it becomes certain that it is a valid 
transaction alone. Even knowledgeable people are saying : 

‘Wluldts«fafiNTJt TW!«P^ (Nyayasutra Bhashya 

1-1-1) alone. Based on the belief that it is a fire, when people 
hold out their hand and if the fruit of burning accrues (is 
experienced), then all the people decide that their belief was 
Pramanika (valid), is it not ? Naiyyayikas describe the sequential 
order of causes for a Pratyaksha Jhana (perceptual knowledge) in 
this manner Atman gets the Samyoga (contact) with the mind ; 
the mind gets the contact with the senses ; the senses get in 
contact with the Artha (external object) - only then Pratyaksha 
(Jnana) accrues”. It being so, why is it that the fact that - “The 
external object really exists” - is not becoming comprehensible 
to you ? 

(Counter-arguments) : Because of the solitary, exclusive 
reason that all the people are thus thinking, are you saying that 
the Bahyartha (external object) is real, or because the Chitta does 
not have capability of showing the external object, are you saying 
thus ? Or, because the well-wishers like Naiyyayikas are thus 
affirming alone, are you saying that the Bahyartha is Satya 
(real) ? In any manner, it appears to us that this your doctrine 
is unreasonable alone. To wit : (i) If it is maintained that for the 
exclusive reason that it is appearing thus to all people, then to 
this we have already (4-25) given a counter-argument like : 
“Nimilta is not really a Nimitta” ; we have also pointed out (4- 
24) that the Dvayasahklesha (misery from duality) appear due to 
Bhranti. Merely saying that - “To all the people it is appearing 
in that manner alone” - there is no prominence or greatness 
acquired by cognition at all. (ii) Your second Yukti that - "If 
there is no external object the Chitta cannot show it” - is also 
not proper; for, in the dream though there is no Bahyartha, the 
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Chitta is seen showing an external object in that manner. In any 
case, thus because there is no cause of an external object, it 
(Chitta) does not signify the external object by touching it ; even 
to say that it shows a phenomenon which appears like an Artha 
(object) also is not proper. In the dream there does not exist any 
Artha whatsoever ; therefore, therein the Chitta does not show 
any Arthabhasa (reflection of an object) also ; in fact, it is itself 
appearing as Arthabhasa. In the same way, because the Jagrat 
Chitta (the waking mind) also is verily a Chitta, here (in the 
waking) too without touching either Artha (object) or Arthabhasa 
(reflection of an object) the Chitta itself appears as the Artha 
- to conclude thus alone is reasonable. Here a doubt : It is proper 
to say that in the dream due to sleep the exhausted mind, though 
ihere is no object, by virtue of Bhranti shows or projects an 
Artha ; but in that manner there is no scope for the Jagrat Chitta 
to show Arthabhasa at all, is it not so ? To this doubt, a 
consolatory answer is : We have already shown that - “There is 
a Yukti to affirm that the phenomenon of an object itself does 
not exist” ; for the sake of an illustration, we have exemplified 
the (universal) experience of a dream also. Therefore, because the 
Jagrat Chitta also is invariably a Chitta alone, it is proper indeed 
to say that it has no contact, touch with Artha ; for that reason 
alone it is also proper indeed to conclude that apart from Chitta 
there does not exist Arthabhasa also. When Artha itself does not 
exist, wherefrom can Arthabhasa come into being ? Therefore, 
just as if a particular woman states that - ‘I embraced a 
Vandhyaputra (a son of a barren woman)’ - it becomes a mean¬ 
ingless, ridiculous statement, in the same way even if there does 
not exist any Artha, to assert that to the Chitta there occurs an 
actual contact with an Arthabhasa is a meaningless statement 
indeed. Therefore, to say that for Pratyaksha Jnana there should 
necessarily exist either Artha or Arthabhasa is not proper. This 
truth is now established. 

Now (iii) you had quoted the statement of the well-wishers 
(Aptas) called Naiyyayikas (in support of your doctrine), is it not 
so ? On the basis of the above Yukti that statement (quotation) 
too gets established as Ayukta (unreasonable) alone. Even if we 
agree that apart from Chitta there exists a certain Arthabhasa 
(reflection, shadowy phenomenon appearing as an entity), we will 
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have to say that what those people, supposed to be well-wishers, 
had described about the methodology of Pratyaksha (perceptual 
knowledge) is not tenable at all. For, Atman is not one who 
belongs to the species of the mind, He is devoid of Sparsha 
(touch) etc ; how at all can He acquire any contact with the mind 
? Even if we accept that somehow this contact also takes place, 
then we will have perforce to answer the query - “Why should 
Atman in one particular known, stipulated moments of time alone 
get in touch with the mind ?” - with a proper reason. For, 
without any reason whatsoever if any Samyoga (contact) were to 
take place, then all through Atman will have to be getting in 
contact with the mind, or, in the alternative, He may not at all 
get in touch with it - it amounts to saying thus. Even though at 
a particular moment of time there is no Pravritti (progress or 
motivation) in Atman and there is no Samyoga whatsoever, the 
Artha (object) itself through the medium of the senses may get 
prompted or induced ( Pravritta ) and may become an object for 
perceptual knowledge - thus also we cannot possibly surmise 
even. For, in that event there is no reason to say that - ‘Among 
the many objects in the external region only one particular known 
object at one particular moment of time (that one object) alone 
through the medium of the senses proceeds or progresses.’ There¬ 
fore, it seems to us that what you quoted is merely an ‘ Anaptokti’ 
(non-beneficial, unhelpful statement of a so-called well-wisher). 
Apart from this, you too will have to perforce agree that in this 
matter to exemplify Aptokti (statement of a well-wisher) also is 
not proper. For, those very Aptas have verily opined that - 
"Pramiti (the end fruit of cognition i.e. knowledge) is a thing 
which has to culminate in Pratyaksha (perceptual knowledge) ; 
once after the object or entity is perceived by means of Pratyaksha, 
Jijhasa (the ambition or desire to know) ceases” - (Nyayasutra 
Bh.1-1-3) 

With regard to the present topic we have already established 
the truth that - ‘Artha (object) is Abhuta - meaning, Aparamartha 
(unreal) ; we have also demonstrated that the Chitta (mind) has 
the capability of appearing in the form of an object on the 
strength of the illustration of the dream. By this line of argument 
alone it amounts to our refuting totally the present-day (mod¬ 
ern) empirical, physical scientists’ theory that : “The change 
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or mutation in the eyes brought about by the returning, reflecting 
rays of light from the Artha (external object) pass through the 
nerves of the eyes and reach the brain and give rise to (cause) 
the knowledge of the respective or particular external object in 
the mind”. For, in the dream although no such material,s or 
instruments whatsoever exist, the Chitta appearing in the form or 
shape of the external object is is everyone’s experience. For this 
a Pramanavachana (authoritative statement) is : “Abhuta (un¬ 
real) Parikalpa (phantasmagoria) is neither a Grahaka (com¬ 
prehending subject) nor a Grahya (comprehended object) for 
anything whatsoever ; on the other hand, it is merely a Vastu 
(entity) devoid of any Grahya-Grahakatwa (categories of cog- 
nizer-cognized). Just as in states like dream etc, - apart from 
Vijnana (consciousness), outside (in the external region) Rupa 
(form) etc., (i.e. the five kinds of sensations or perceptual 
knowledges like sound, touch, form, taste and smell) are not seen 
in the waking too. In fact, Vijnana itself in the forms or shapes 
of appearances of these five-fold' sensations is engendered 
(transformed) indeed. To say that - ‘That which is the cause for 
a particular thing, without that cause it is formulated or engen¬ 
dered’ - is not reasonable. Therefore, just as in states like dream 
and such other experiences, in the waking too the Vijnana (con¬ 
sciousness) due to Sarvabijaparipaka (the ripening or fruition of 
all the seed forms) - is bom as Artbabhasa (an apparent appear¬ 
ance, reflection of an object) - thus alone it should be dis¬ 
cerned”.- (Madhyanta Vibhaga Sutra Bhashyatika, p. 10 of 
Sthiramati’s sentence). [This is the sentence which Prof. 
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has exemplified in his commentary 
(Vritti) on ‘Agamashastra’] 

^ far! I 

aiftfaxit famto: trfWff IRVSII 

Meaning : “The Chitta does not ever touch whatsoever 
the Nimitta (cause) in any of the three ways. Without any 
Nimitta how at all can there ensue any Viparyasa (contrariety, 
error, delusion) ?” 

CONCLUSION OF VIJNANAVADA 

(Doubt) : It amounts to saying that without a Nimitta 
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(cause) like a pot etc., to say that it appears just like pot etc., 
is mere Viparyasa - meaning Bhranti (delusion). If that is so, then 
you will have to perforce say that - “ Aviparyasa (absence of 
delusion) is (exists) in such and such a place”. Has not the 
Nyayabhashyakara (commentator on the Nyaya Sutra) stated that 

- “ In order to determine what a particular thing is not in the 
manner - ‘such and such an entity’, there should necessarily be 
a causal support or substrate ; to wit, when determining a pole, 
which is not a human being, to be a man, there should be a 
Pradhana (a causal support) ; without having seen a man, to 
determine a pole, which is not a man (Apurusha), to be a man, 
it is not possible at all, is it not so ?” - (Nyaya Sutra Bhashya 
4-2-32). Although in the waking the objects like Ghata etc. are 
not existing, if it is to be assumed that Chitta appears as the 
Ghata etc. - then for that Bhranti there should necessarily be an 
‘Abhrantf (non-delusory entity) existing as a substrate. What is 
it ? - You have to say. 

(Solution) : To this our answer is : In all the three periods 

of time, viz. Bhuta (past), Bhavishyat (future) and Vartamana 

(present), in none of them the Chitta (mind) touches the Artha 

(external object) at all. If we were to say that - by assuming an 

object like Ghata etc., as Nimitta - in any one particular moment 

(point) of time the Chitta appears as of the form or shape of 

Ghata etc. then when compared to that thing the Chitta appearing 

in a different place in the shape of the Ghata etc. would have 

amounted to a Viparyasa (delusion). But it is not like that at all. 

What we have said is that - “The Chitta does not at all touch 

or have contact with either the Ghata or the Ghatabhasa” - is it 

• • 

not so ? If being so, how can it possibly amount to saying that 

- “Without the cause of Ghata the phenomenon of the appear¬ 
ance of the shape of Ghata is a Bhranti” - ? In fact, without there 
existing any Ghatadi Padartha (entity of the type of a pot etc.) 
to appeair in the form of Ghata etc, is itself the essential nature 
of the Chitta. For this the authoritative statement is : In the 
Lankavatarasutra [This statement is quoted in ‘Agamashastra 
Vritti’ by Prof. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya on page 101] there 
is a statement that - “Because Viparyasa alone really exists, 
whatever things are being seen all those phenomena are verily 
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Nihswabhava (essenceless) indeed ; those are not existing at all” 

- (Lankavatarasutra 10-123). 

10. REFUTATION_OF VIJNANAVADA AND 

SHUNYAVADA 

'ANcl far? T I 

ciprwR % •snfir ^ ^ 

Meaning : “Therefore, Chitta is not bom, nor is the 
Chittadrishya bom ; those who see its birth, they are seeing 
the imprints of steps in emoty space only.” 

VIJNANA ALSO IS ASAT ALONE LIKE BAH\*RTHA 

Beginning with the Karika - ‘W<t: - (4-25) up to 

now Shri Gaudapada has accepted the methodology of the Bud¬ 
dhist who is a Vijnanavadin (Idealist) in refuting the doctrine of 
the Bahyarthavadin (Realist). Now keeping his YuKti (logical 
device) itself as the reason, he begins to refute the doctrine of 
the Vijnanavadin himself. 

Because what the Vijnanavadin has stated, viz. “Without 
the Ghata etc. being there the Chitta itself is appearing in the 
forms or shapes of the Ghata etc.” - is agreeable to Paramartha 
Darshana (the philosophy of the Transcendental Reality of Vedanta) 

- [‘Vijnanavada is agreeable to Paramartha darshana’ - means, it 

suits or is in consonance with Yukti (logical arguments). For, 

without Vijnana (empirical consciousness, awareness) the Vastu 

(object) is never seen at all. But from the Vyavaharika Drishti 

both Vijnana and the object of Vijnana have invariably to exist. 

But from the Paramartha Drishti both these do not exist what- 

• • 

soever apart from Atman] - it is agreeable indeed to us (Vedantins) 
also. For this very reason we opine that - “Even the Chitta 
appearing as if it is bom should necessarily have occurred with¬ 
out any real birth - to deduce thus is reasonable. Therefore, 
Chitta is never bom at all. The doctrine that - ‘The Chittadrishya 
(appearance as an object for the mind) is not bom’ - is acceptable 
to both, is it not so ? In the same way, Chitta also is not bom. 
It being so, though that Chitta is not bom, the Vijnanavadins 
have imagined - ‘It is really (actually) bom, as also that it is 


The Essential Gaudapada 


425 


Kshaaika (momentary, ephemeral), it is Duhkhi (miserable), it is 
Anatman (not-Self)’ - is it not so ? In that event, they are capable 
of tracing the signs,or imprints of the steps of the birds etc. in 
Akasha (empty space) ! Just as it is impossible to keep track of 
the imprints of the steps of the birds who have flown away in 
the sky, in the same way to see the birth of the Chitta in the 
Nirmala Chinmatraswarupa (Pure, Absolute essence of Conscious¬ 
ness) Atman is also not possible at all for any Vivekin (discrimi¬ 
native person).” 

(Vijnanavadin) : Because Vijnana is of the essential nature 
of light, to say that it experiences itself by itself is not at all 
contradictory ; in that manner alone we are cognizing, is it not 
so ? 

(Siddhantin) : Not so ; for, in that event even though the 
doctrine of the Bahyarthavadin that - “Because the external 
object is appearing distinct from Vijnana, that too should be 
accepted to be real alone” - had died away, it may amount to 
your having once again resurrected it by sprinkling Amrita (am¬ 
brosia) ! On the other hand, if you contend that - “Because the 
object is appearing being under the control of the Vijnana alone, 
apart from that Vijnana it is not a separate entity” - then you 
too will perforce have to agree, though you don’t desire so, that 
- “Because Vijnana too is appearing being within the control or 
purview of Kutastha Chaitanyarupa Vijnanasakshi (Absolute, Wit¬ 
nessing Consciousness of Vijnana and of the very essence of 
Pure Consciousness) alone, apart from that Sakshi (Witnessing 
Pure Consciousness) it (i.e. Vijnana) is not distinct.” 

(Doubt) : In that case, why should anything ‘illumine’ 
Vijnana which is of Prakashaswarupa ? When both Vijnana and 
Sakshi are of the Prakashaswabhava, how at all can it be rea¬ 
sonable for you to stipulate a rule of law that - “Vijnana alone 
is BMsya (that which is illumined) and Sakshi alone is Bhasaka 
(that which illumines)” - ? 

(Solution) : Although a light is of the essential nature of 
brilliance, it has necessarily a Chaitanya Grahyatwa (the ability 
of being comprehended, cognized by Pure Consciousness) which 
is distinct from it, is ,it not so ? Although Vijnana without being 
able to illumine itseff by itself is illumining all external phenom¬ 
ena, it needs Atmachaitanya (Pure Consciousness of the Self) to 
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illumine it ; because Atmachaitanya which is illumining it is by 
virtue of a rule of law of the very essence of illumining (all else), 
It is not a Grahya (a thing which is comprehended or cognized) 
for anything else whatsoever ; It is always Grahaka (cognizing 
agent) alone - Thus what we stipulated as a rule of law is proper 
indeed. 

Thus if it is contended that - “Because a Vastu is being 
cognized alone, it esists” - then because both Bahyartha (the 
external object) and Vijnana (intellectual or empirical awareness) 
are invariably perceived alone - you should agree that both exist. 
As otherwise if you argue that - “That which is perceived by 
another, which is distinct from itself,- does not at all exist apart 
from the Grahaka which cognizes it” - then you will have to 
perforce agree that both Vijnana and Bahyartha are Asatpadartha 
(unreal phenomena) indeed. Thus the arrow unleashed by the 
Vijnanavadin is likely to boomerang and hit him alone. For this 

reason what we said, viz. “Therefore, Chitta is not bom ; 

Chittadrishya too is not bom ; those who say that we are seeing 

that Chitta being bom in Chidatman are verily those who are 
seeing the imprints of the steps of the birds in the sky” - is quite 
reasonable indeed. 

AS A RESULT OF THE DISPUTE BETWEEN VIJNANAVADINS 

AND SHUNYAVADINS TOO AJATIVADA GETS ESTABLISHED 

Here by virtue of a sentence mentioned to the effect : 

“Therefore Chitta is not bom.” it amounts to Shri 

Gaudapadacharya vociferously (unequivocally) declaring that - 
“Because the votaries of the various Nikayas (schools of philoso¬ 
phy) within the Buddhistic fold are disputing mutually among 
themselves, it amounts to bringing to light Ajativada which is 
acceptable to Vedantins indeed.” 

To wit, the Shunyavadins’ doctrine is : “Just as the 
Vijnanavadins are refuting the birth of objects on the ground that 
the Chittadrishya is not seen apart from the Chitta in all the three 
periods of time, in the same way the birth of the Chitta, which 
these disputants (i.e. Vijnanavadins) propound, can also be re¬ 
futed ; for, the birth of the Chitta also is not seen. In the 
AryaratnakutasOtra it is stated : “Oh Kashyapa, howevermuch 
you search for the Chitta, it is not found. That which .is not 
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found, that thing is not seen. That which is not seen, that is not 
Bhuta (an entity existing in the past), not in Bhavishyat (an entity 
coming into being in the future) or not a thing existing at 
present ; that which is not in the past, not in the future or one 
that is not existing now - such a thing has no Svabhava (essential 
nature of Being) at all” - (Madhyamika Sutra Vritti p.12) etc. 
[This is the quotation from Chandrakirti’s “Madhyamika Sutra 
Vritti.”] - Therefore, since it is not seen in all the three periods 
of time Chitta also is not bom. The Vijnanavadin may say here 
that - “Because the Chitta appears to itself by itself, the defect 
that - ‘The Chitta is not seen’ - does not affect us” - but that 
argument too is not proper. For, to say that - “A thing itself sees 
itself’ - and thereby imply both Karmatwa (to be an action) and 
Kartrutwa (the agentship of an action) to one and the same object 
is not reasonable. This fact has been signified in the following 
manner in “Aryaratna Chudaparipriccha” : If there is an 
object, the Chitta is bom, is it not so ? If that is so, then do 
you say that the object is different, Chitta is different ? Or, do 
you say that that entity alone is Vishaya, that alone is Chitta ? 
First of all, if you say that the object is different and Chitta 
(mind) is different - then it amounts to saying - Chitta are two 
in number. Instead of this, if you maintain that - that which is 
the Vishaya (object), that itself is Chitta, then how is it possible 
to see Chitta by Chitta ? It is also not possible to see Chitta by 
Chitta itself. An illustration for this : Just as it is not possible 
to cut the edge of a sword by the edge of the same sword, just 
as by the tip of a finger to touch the tip of the same finger, it 
is not possible - in the same way by the Chitta to see the same 
Chitta it is not all possible” - (Ma. Vri. p. 16). 

For this the counter-argument of some Vijnanavadins is : 
If it is properly observed - there are no categories of Grahya and 
Grahaka at all. The form that is not possible to be cognized 
by means of another is indicated by negating that which it 
is not. Where there is no other light seen, that alone is indicated 
in the manner - ‘The light illumines itself by itself - that is all ; 
for, not to be illumined by another is itself its Swarupa 
(essential nature of Being). When the light etc. are illumining, 
other thing does not have Prakashatwa (the ability to illumine). 
For that reason alone, we give the illustration of a light or lamp 
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for Vijnana. Even when the sense organ of the eye is functioning 
in the dark, the Artha (object) is not seen ; but in the vicinity 
of the light it appears and hence it is said to be ‘ Dipaprakashya’ 
(that which is illumined by the light). However, the light etc. are 
not so ; therefore, we say that they illumine themselves by 
themselves. Here it cannot be said that the sense organ is a 
Grahaka. For, it is by dint of its very Swarupa (essential nature), 
illumining (Pramana Va. Bha. p.426). 

For these Navina Vijnanavadins’ doctrine too in the Karika 
portion of - “Chitta is not bom” - it has amounted to our 
providing a solution. To wit, if the ultimate ground reality is 
observed, then since that Chitta too is Sakshigrahya (cognized by 
the Witnessing Consciousness) that too is to be known as not 
bom. In states like Sushupti (deep sleep) etc. Chitta apart from 
Sakshi Chaitanya has not at all been seen by anybody. The 
Vijnanavadin may say : “What we call ‘Alambana Vijnana 9 is 
itself being called ‘Sakshi’ by you ; here only the name is 
different but not the opinion.” But this is not proper ; for, 
6 Alambana Vijnana’ means the Kshanika Vijnana Santana (the 
serial flow of momentary awareness of the mind) ; to say that 
it exists in all the three states of Consciousness there is no 
Pramana (valid proof, evidence) at all. If it is affirmed like that, 
then there is no Upapatti (reasonable argument) whatsoever to 
answer the question : “How is it the Chittaswabhava that is seen 
in Jagrat (waking) and Svapna (dream) is quite queer each from 
the other ?” Everyone has accepted the truth that in both 
these states the Svabhava of the mind is distinct. Hence it is 
not possible at all to deny or refute that truth. In the doctrine 
of these Kshanika Vijnanavadins it is not possible to make the 
observed fact of - ‘I who slept alone have woken up’ - tenable 
by means of Yukti. Therefore, these disputants’ doctrine is verily 
the bravado of seeing the imprints of the steps of the birds in 
the sky ! 

o 

By refuting the doctrine of the ancient Vijnanavadins of 
our country it amounts to our refuting the present-day Western 
Vijnanavadins’ or Idealists’ theory. The half verse with the 
meaning - “Therefore, Chitta is not bom, nor Chittadrishya too 
is bom” - is verily a thunderbolt of a weapon sufficient to refute 
their doctrinaire theory ; for, the Yukti of the type - “Chitta is 
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not capable of cognizing itself by itself’ - is based on universal 
experience. No type of disputants who have endeavoured to 
examine the special features of Chitta (mind) can ever pos¬ 
sibly refute or deny that Sarvasakshi (Witnessing Conscious¬ 
ness of. everything) which is witnessing, cognizing that Chitta 
itself ; for, if anyone denies, refutes Its existence, it amounts to 
denying any support or substrate whatsoever for the examination 
or consideration itself of the essential nature of the mind, psyche. 

THE DOCTRINE OF THE SHUNYAVADIN IS OPPOSED TO 

UNIVERSAL EXPERIENCE 

The Shunyavadins (Nihilists) - who are, while they are 
seeing the phenomenon of everything being ‘Shunya’ 
(essenceless), asserting that their cognition also is Shunya - 
are showing more bravado than the Vijnanavadins indeed. 
We may say that they are people who can catch hold of the 
empty space (Akasha) in their clenched fist. Atman who is 
witnessing both the Vijnana and its Abhava (non-existence) is of 
an essential nature which is all-pervading like the empty space, 
never having any lapse (of Pure Being or Existence) and Chitanya 
Swarupa (essential nature of Pure Consciousness). Any attempt or 
effort which undertakes either to objectify Him or to determine 
that He is of Shunyaswarupa is - just like the attempt of catching 
hold of the sky or empty space in one’s clenched fist - an 
extremely impossible task indeed. For this assertion the Sruti 
sentences - “You cannot see Him who is witnessing the Drishti 
(vision) itself’ - (Bri. 3-4-2) ; “To the Drishti of a Witness there 
is nothing like getting destroyed at all” - (Bri. 4-3-37) - which 
are in consonance with universal experience (Anubhava) - are the 
authoritative sources. 

THE STATEMENT THAT MADHYAMIKAS ARE 
MAHAVAINASHIKAS (GREAT NIHILISTS) IS NOT 
A MERE ALLEGATION OR DEFAMATION 

(Doubt) : Alleging that Shunyavadins opine that - “Every¬ 
thing is Shunya (essenceless) and their philosophy also is Shunya” 
- is merely a vain, shallow blame of loading something which 
they have not accepted on their head, indeed ! Just as they have 
been refuting Astitwa (existence) they have been refuting Nastitwa 
(non-existence) also, is it not so ? Has not Nagarjuna in his 
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Madhyamika Karika 5-8 stated : “Those people of low-grade 
intelligence who are - like the Astitwa, seeing Nastitwa also - 
they do not know the Shivatattwa devoid of any Drashtavya 
(sight) whatsoever” - ? The commentator of this text, Chandrakirti 
also has explained the original text in the following manner : 
“Those, who have a steadfast belief in, or affinity towards, the 
categories of Astitwa and Nastitwa because they are of low-grade 
intelligence, do not see Nirvana (Beatitude) which is Drashtavyd - 
pashama (wherein the perception has come to a standstill), which 
is Mangalakara (benign, auspicious), devoid of any Kalpanajala 
(ramifications of thought-constructs), of the very essence of Juana- 
Jneya Nivritti (liberated, freed from all knowledge and objects of 
knowledge), devoid of old age and death, Nishprapahcha (devoid 
of the world of duality), Shunyatarupa (of the form of essence- 
lessness)” - (Ma. Ka. Vritti p.40). It being so, how at all can it 
be proper for you to heap unreasonable allegations on them 
falsely ? 

(Solution) : This is not a false or unreasonable accusation 
at all ; in fact, it is a genuine repetition or quotation of what 
those Shunyavadins have said. For, those Shunyavadins have 
stated in the following manner very clearly : It is declared that 

- “Because it is cognized that without there being the cataract 

of the eye called ‘Avidya’ the Aryans (virtuous people) are not 
seeing - that Swarupa Itself is the Swabhava of these phenom¬ 
ena.” W^lql ft? frrtej- X R3 ^ - (Ma. Ka. 15-7) - meaning, 

“Not desiderating another entity is itself a Swabhava (essential 
nature) which is Akritrima (genuine, not deceptive or affected)” 

- thus our preceptor has decided. “Because this Swabhava of the 
type of - ‘ Bhavas (entities) not being bom’ - is nothing whatso¬ 
ever (i.e. non-entity, unsubstantial), merely it is Abhava alone and 
hence by virtue of their being Aswabhava (essenceless) alone, the 
Bhavas (objects, entities) have no Swabhava (essential nature of 
Being) at all” - thus it should be reckoned. - (Ma. Vri. p. 95). 

Thus those disputants who are saying that no Bhava (entity) 

- whatsoever it may be - has any Swabhava (essential nature of 
Being) at all - it amounts to their saying that their own Atman 
also does not have any Swabhava whatsoever. Apart from this, 
they raise a doubt of the type - “Bhava-Abhava categories do 
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exist, is it not so ? For, one - who has begun to examine their 
Swarupa - does exist indeed ?” - and answer it saying - “If 
Bhava does not exist, then we should ask - ‘Of which thing is 
this an Abhava ?’ One who is totally different from the catego¬ 
ries of Bhava and Abhava and who is capable of cognizing - how 
can he cognize Bhava and Abhava categories themselves ?” (Ma. 
Ka. Vri. 5-6, p.40). Thus nothing whatsoever exists. One who 
examines them, i.e. ‘I’, also does not exist. Because they say 
thus, what we have stated that - “They opine that everything is 
Shunya and their own Darshana also is Shunya alone - thus they 
argue” - especially is not at all a false, unreasonable allegation 
or accusation at all. This fact is established now. Further, they 

say : TOW4H|c|fr l’g I 1 ft II’ 

- (Ma. Ka. Vri. 14-6, p. 96). meaning - “Those who say that they 
are perceiving Swabhava as well as Parabhava, Bhava as well as 
Abhava - they are not cognizing the Tattwa (Reality) of 

Buddhopadesha (instruction of Buddha)” - thus they are even 
criticising their own people as not being Agamajnas (those who 

know the traditional method of teaching). ^iPf 

^ fqtflqd’ - (Ma. Ka. Vri. 160) - meaning - “We do not say 

whether it is Shunya or Ashunya. One should perforce say it is 
Shunya ; it may be said to be Ashunya also ; both are there, both 
are not there - thus for the sake of empirical dealings we have 
stated.” (Ma. Ka. 22-11, Vri. p. 94-169) - thus they say that 
even ‘Shunya Darshana’ is ShOnya only ; “Although the sky 
or empty space, a hare’s horns, a barren woman’s son - all these 
do not exist at all, they appear ; in the same way, all Bhavas 
are being imagined by people” - (Ma. Ka. Vri. p. 196) - thus 
if we have called these disputants who are asserting that all 

Bhavas are extremely condemnable - * - it is in 

consonance with their doctrine alone. In this there is no defect 
or mistake whatsoever committed by us. Thus we should properly 
discern. 

THE INFERENCE THAT SHUNYA MEANS THE TATTWA 
WHICH IS THE SUBSTRATE FOR ALL MENTAL CONCEPTS 
IS NOT HAVING ANY TRUE SUPPORT, EVIDENCE 

In recent times some scholars - [This opinion is expressed 
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in Prof. T.R.V.Murthy’s ‘Central Philosophy of Buddhism’ - 
which is a treatise describing or explaining the doctrines of 
Madhyamika Tattwa Darshana] - have conjectured in the man¬ 
ner : The Shunyavadins are calling the Paramartha alone which 
is non-conceivable by the intellect or beyond the ambit of the 
intellectual knowledge by the name ‘Shunya’ and not calling 
either Sarvabhava (a phenomenon devoid of all essence) or Tuchha 
(something contemptible) Shunya. For this assertion the authori¬ 
tative or supporting statement is : «[!<&: - 

(Bodhicharyavatara 9-2) - meaning, “That which is not conceived 
by the intellect (Buddhi) is itself the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) ; 
Buddhi itself is said to be Samvriti (cover, concealment)” - thus 
it is the meaning of the half verse. For this Paramartha another 
name is ‘Prajnaparamita’. It becomes Abhivyakta (clearly mani¬ 
fested, revealed) as one’s experience onl> after determining the 
truth that all the Dharmas (entities) are seen or appearing by 
virtue of the system of Pratityasamutpada (dependent origination). 
Therefore, the allegations made against the Shunyavadins is in¬ 
deed a mistake, which is unreasonable. One should not doubt in 
the manner : “In that case, it will amount to saying that 
Prajnaparamita itself is Tattwa and thereby Shunyavada also will 
be rendered to be a particular Drishti (viewpoint) alone, is it not 
so ?” For, ‘Prajnaparamita’ is of the Swarupa (essential nature 
of Pure Being) which examines, analyses all viewpoints ; how . 
at all can that be included among the Vimrishya Drishtis (view¬ 
points which are themselves being examined or analysed) ? 
Because it is itself a Vimarshaka (examining agent or subject) 
alone, it is not another viewpoint - thus it gets evolved. For this 
his opinion this new researcher quotes certain authoritative, sub¬ 
stantiating statements and they are : TJtrET 

I %T 3 II’- (Ma. Ka. 13-8, p.88) 

meaning, “ Shunyata (essencelessness) is one which invariably 
refutes all Drishtis (viewpoints) ; it being so, those to whom 
Shunyata also is meant to be a Drishti they are impossible (i.e. 
outrageous or intolerable) people” - this is the meaning of this 
Nagarjuna’s Karika. Further, to say that - ‘Prajnaparamita’ is 

itself Paramartha the authoritative quotation is : 
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■QT «JWRT:* - (Abhisamayalankaraloka Sutra, p.28) - a statement of 
Dihnaga ; here both the words - ‘Prajna’ and ‘Tathagata’ are said 
to be one and the same entity alone - this is their (Shunyavadins’) 

opinion. Tig gqfri f^T: I trf 

^ WFTd+ral ^ IfPTTCten * - 

(Abhisamayalankaraloka Vritti, p.94). Here too Prajnaparamita is 
called ‘Bhutakoti’ and hence it is saying that it is ‘Paramartha 
Tattwa’ - this is the new researcher's (i.e., Prof. T.R.V.Murthy’s) 
opinion. It is his surmise that this being called ‘Buddhamatru’ 
is a significant pointer to conclude that Prajnaparamita itself is 
tire Paramartha (Ultimate Reality). 

In this regard our considered opinion is : This researcher’s 
surmise is not proper. For, Nagarjuna and others having 

described in their works that Prajnaparamita is 

is not to be found anywhere, (i) To the question : ‘If the fact 
that - Prajnaparamita is the substrate for all Vikalpas (concepts) 

- were itself their opinion why did they not stress this fact ?’ 

- there is no possibility of an answer being met here. 

(ii) tuVn-ii’ - the meaning that this examiner has 
given to the Nagarjunakarika : - is not the proper one. For, this 
verse has been written to remove the wrong belief in case anyone 
reckons that Shunya also is a Bhava (entity, existing real thing). 
Chandrakirti also has written a commentary expressing the same 
opinion. His relevant statement is : “How to remove, and by 
what, Bhavabhinivesha (steadfast belief that real objects exist) in 
the minds of those who have a deep affinity in believing Shunyata 
also to be a Bhava (real entity) ? Those people who are smearing 
or tainting a defect on to the great medicinal herb have been 
invariably refuted by Tathagatas who are supreme diagnosticians 
and great medical experts” - (Ma. Vri. p.88). Therefore, this 
evidence which the Professor has adduced is not the genuine 
supporting proof at all. 

(iii) ^ihms. 4 TTT noum:’ - Especially with regard to 

the statement : The fact that it is endeavouring to determine the 
question - ‘For the word ‘Prajnaparamita’, which is the Gounartha 
(secondary meaning or sense) and which is the Mukhyartha 
(predominant meaning) ?’ - is known from the Va.kyashesha 
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(remaining portion of the verse) : dl-^4«t4 tRPTPf^t:’ 

- is the latter half part. Both Advayajnana and Tathagatatwa are 
Sadhya (possible to be achieved) ; therefore, the word ‘Prajna¬ 
paramita’ signifies both those in the Mukhyavritti (predominant 
sense) ; Grantha (text) and Marga (path) - both these are signified 
in the Gounavritti (secondary sense) ; for, as Tadarthya - since 
it is wanted, needed for Sadhya - both those are called in that 
manner. The statement - “A plough is life” - means - “It is a 
valid means for living” - is it not so ? In the same way, here 
too the word ‘Prajnaparamita’ indicates both the text and the path 
in the secondary sense only - this is the implied meaning of the 
sentence. Therefore, here to say that - ‘Paramarthatattwa (the 
Absolute Reality) Itself is Prajnaparamita’ - there is no support 
seen. It being so alone, in the text called ‘Abhisamayalankara’ 

there is a sentence : ‘WPTRpTclT TTT tTOPRT:*; on the validity 

of this sentence - “Here Prajnaparamita means Tathagata alone” 

- (Abhi. Sam. p.153) - thus it is stated. Haribhadra has quoted 

this sentence in Abhisamayalankara and has exemplified : 

*dqh*i (Abhi. Sa. p.28) - the purport being - 

“Because it is vociferously, stridently stated that Advayajnana is 
‘Mayopama’ (an illustration for magic or illusion) - how at all 
can it be accepted that such a Jnana is ‘ Paramartha’ (Absolute 
Reality) ? Haribhadra himself has at another place - it is to be 
found - stated : ‘Rupa (form) etc. are phenomena devoid of 
Swabhava - how come ?’ - thus raising a doubt, he has an¬ 
swered : “Because it has been propounded that Prajnaparamita is 
something that is Swabhavashunya (devoid of any essence), it 
amounts to propounding that the rest also are devoid of any 
Swabhava” - and in support of this he further says : “Prajnaparamita 
is something which has neither Samanyarupa (genus of form) ; 
nor is it something which has any Vishesharupa Lakshana (symp¬ 
toms indicating any special form)” (Abhi. Sa. p.59). 

(iv) *tjp ^ ^dqTlfdHMifeinl h*iihkI*kii* - By means 

of this, it amounts to our clarifying the intended purport of the 
(above) sentence. For, there it is stated expressly that Dharmakaya 
alone, in the predominant sense, is Prajnaparamita. This has been 
mentioned in the Abhisamayalankara itself in the following 
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manner : *imhs 4 ^TT eTOFTcT:’ - by virtue of this Nyaya 

(reasoning, axiom) in the Mukhya Vritti (predominant sense) 
Tathagata who is Dharmakaya is Himself Prajnaparamita Shabda- 
vachya (the object indicated by the word ‘Prajnaparamita’) ; 
therefore, because by worshipping the ‘Matru' (mother) which 
illumines that, it amounts to worshipping Dharmakaya who is 
Sarvajna Jhana (omniscient) - a very great merit accrues” - 
(Abhi. Sa. p.181). 

(v) To the question - “Is it that Prajnaparamita is called 
‘Buddhamatru’ ?” - it is said that - “It is not for the reason 
that it is the Paramartha which is the Upadanakarana (material 
cause) for Buddha also ; on the other hand, we have called it 
like that for the mere purport of indicating that - ‘If it is 
practised, ‘Buddhatwa’ is attained’ - thus it may be understood. 
Apart from this, it is further stated that : “Because in the 
‘Bodhisattwavastha’ by the practice of Matru one attains 
Buddhatwa, by that means Sarvajnatwa also accrues. While one 
is in the Buddhavastha, by exhibiting or demonstrating Prajna¬ 
paramita to the disciples Prajnaparamita is influenced by Sarva- 
jnajnana - in this manner since there is a relationship of Hetu 
(cause), Phala (fruit, effect) between these two, if one salutes, 
invokes Prajnaparamita it amounts to invoking Sarvajnajnana alone” 

- (Abhi. Sa. p.298) - thus it has not only been stated that 
Prajnaparamita is the cause for Buddhatwa, but also that the fruit, 
benefit of Buddhatwa being instructed is to be seen - and hence 
in what manner we have adopted (stated) their doctrine is the 
correct one - this fact is decided beyond doubt now. 

(vi) Further, even Tathagata also cannot possibly be said to 
be the Paramarthatattwa. For, in the textual portions like - “One 
who has come into being by desiderating another Bhava (entity) 

- he cannot be reckoned to be Atman ; one who is not at all 
Atman - how at all can that Tathagata exist ?” - (Ma. Ka. Vri. 
22-3, p. 158) ; “Tathagata has no Swabhava (essential nature of 
Being) ; this Jagat (world) also does not have Swabhava” (Ma. 
Ka. Vri. 22-16, p.162) - etc. it has been propounded in such 
portions of the Madhyamika Sastra that Tathagata also is of 
Nihswabhava (devoid of any essential nature of Being). 

(vii) Merely on the one ground of having called by various 


436 


Alatashanti Prakarana 


names like “Bhutakoti” etc., it cannot possibly be asserted that 
Prajnaparamita is Paramartha ; for, by indicating it also these 
names might have come into vogue. This fact also Haribhadra 
has expressed clearly also : “The phenomenon of Bhutakoti is 
Dharmadhatu (origin of'Dharma) ; because it signifies it Prajna¬ 
paramita has gained that name” - From all these several reasons 
it is established that in the Buddhists’ Sastra - the doctrine that 
- “There exists a Paramartha which is the substrate for all 
concepts (Vikalpas)” - is without any authoritative or convincing 
support or evidence. 

THE EXAMINATION OF PRAJNAPARAMITA 

Whatever all this may be. Even if we assume that the 
Buddhists affirm that - “Prajnaparamita is the substrate for the 
entire Vikalpa Prapahcha (imagined world of duality)” - alone, 
then the defect of their giving up their doctrine of Nairatmya 
(absence or non-existance of Atman) entails them ; besides, it 
amounts to their accepting that very Sarvatmavada (theory that 
everything is Atman alone) alone which is acknowledged (nay, 

expounded by) Vedantins who say : ‘TT - 

(Chh. 6-8-4), meaning - “This extremely subtle Reality is there, 
is it not so ? That alone is the essence of all this world.” - etc. 
This is not acceptable or desirable at all at anytime to the 
Shunyavadins. As otherwise, if it is contended that this 
‘Advayaparamartba’ (non-dual Absolute Reality) is quite different 
from that which the Vedantins propound as ‘Advaitaparamartha’, 
even then it may amount to saying that it is verily Vijnana which 
their fellow-Buddhists Vijnanavadins propound. For, that ‘Prajna’ 
is invariably to determine that no Dharma (object, being) - 
whatsoever it may be - is not bom, is it not so ? Because it 
exists along with Dharmas which are Parasparapcksha (mutually 
dependent upon one another for their existence) only, the doctrine 
that it exists is itself untenable. Just as Vijnana cannot survive 
or thrive without the Bahyartha, in the same way with regard to 
this Prajna also we have to conclude. “Because ‘Prajna’ means 
the Dhamiatwa (essential nature of being) of the Dharmas (be¬ 
ings, entities), this defect cannot possibly taint our Siddhanta 
(philosophical teaching)” - thus too it cannot be argued ; for, 
Vijnanavadins also can contend in the same manner. Some 
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Vijnanavadins (Idealists) are also asserting always that - “The 
impurity of the form of Grahya-Grahaka is appearing due to’ 
Avidya alone ; but Vijnana is Nityaairmala (ever pure).” To say 
that - “One can attain the experience of Prajnaparamita in a 
particular kind of Samadhi which is got by means of the 
Shunyabhavana (feeling of essencelessness)” - also will not be¬ 
come an uncommon feature of Shunyavadins ; for, the Yogachara 
Vijnanavadins (yet another school of Buddhists) also invariably 
propound that Vijnana is experienced in a particular Samadhi. It 
being so, the defect of ‘keeping or taking an individualistic 
experience which is not acceptable to everyone equally as their 
supporting evidence’ is faced equally by these two disputants 
indeed. Apart from this, just as this Prajnaparamita, which is not 
of an ascertained, settled nature of Dharmas, is formulated in the 
waking state, in the same way, according to any other particular 

P 

disputant’s doctrine, the Prajnaparamita’s Siddhi (attainment) also 
may become possible in the dream state wherein it is of a fixed 
or settled form of Dharmas existing therein. The fact that that 
Prajnaparamita should necessarily be quite different from the 
Prajnaparamita of the waking state is to be accepted by everyone 
indeed. It being so, for the doubt of the type - “Between these 
two, which Prajnaparamita should be enthroned and hailed as the 
real one ?” - there is a great deal of scope to be raised in this 
doctrine. 

Let this too be there. Only after deciding, on the basis of 
Yukti (reasoning) only, the fact that there is no Swabhava (es¬ 
sential nature) whatsoever for Dharmas (entities, beings) - this 
Prajna is established on the r basis of Parishesha Nyaya (aphorism 
according to which a verdict is based on the remainder of a 
statement in a text), is it not so ? The genuine doubt that - 
“Without the support of Sarvatrika Anubhava (universal ex¬ 
perience) how at all can this be installed on the high pedestal 
of Prajnaparamita ?” - may also be anticipated reasonably. It 
is not possible to raise an objection of the type - “Even that 
Anubhava - whether it is real or unreal, false - how can we say ? 
- since there is a scope for such a doubt to arise, this counter¬ 
argument is not proper” - also. For, no one can ever say that 
this Sarvatrika Anubhava itself does not exist, and hence that 
Yukti alone which has its (i.e. Sarvatrika Anubhava) support is 
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to be necessarily accepted by everyone as ‘ Sadyukti ’ (proper, real 
logical device); if not, if by means of any particular Yuktyabhasa 
(shadowy, fake reasoning) another Yukti is struck down, we may 
have to accept that too (such a pseudo-reasoning also) to be a 
Sadyukti ! Therefore, it becomes established that this Darshana 
(philosophy) which the Shunyavadins have imagined, conjectured 
in order to stabilize their this dogmatic theory of - “All the 
Dharmas are verily Shunya” - is not to be acknowledged at all. 

SHUNYAVADA IS OPPOSED TO SARVATRIKANUBHAVA 

Because this Shunyavada is opposed to Sarvatrika Anubhava 
also this should not be accepted by those people who aspire for 
Shreyas (Beatitude). To wit, because, with regard to the two 
states of waking and dream, when one exists or is experienced 
the other is not there at all - the truth of life that both those 
states are evidently unreal or false appearances indeed is evolved 
on the basis of universal experience alone ; it being so, it evolves 
from this that the Sakshi (Witness) to these two states is Atman 
who is Nirvikalpa (beyond any imagination object or concept) at 
all and that He alone is verily everyone’s Atman. In spite of this 
universal truth, discarding such a clincher as this Sarvatrika 
Anubhava, these disputants have obstinately affirmed that Atman 
too is verily Shunya. But to insist that Atman does not exist it 
is not possible for anyone - whosoever he may be ; for, he who 
persists in saying that Atman does not exist - he himself ‘exists’ 
as Atman. Here in this context anybody may say : “Svapna 
(dream) means an Anubhava which is cognized only by a par¬ 
ticular individual ; it being so, how at all can it be reasonable, 
proper to say that Atman is established on Sarvatrika Anubhava ?” 
This objection is not proper. For, everyone has acknowledged 
that Svapnanubhava (the experience of dream) does exist, and 
hence there is no room whatsoever for any difference of opinion 
to arise with regard to it. Here we are not at all endeavouring 
to prove that the Bhavas (objects, phenomena) which appear 
within the dream are either real or false, unreal on the 
support of Sarvatrika Anubhava. On the other hand, we have 
undertaken the task of merely signifying the truth that - 
“One who witnesses both the waking and the dream is Atman 
for everyone” - ; that is all. To say that - Atman who is 
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established in this manner does not exist - is not possible whatso¬ 
ever. Merely on this count it evolves that Shunyavada is 
opposed to Sarvatrika Anubhava. If observed deeply, to prove 
that - ‘The waking is a state which is common to everyone, while 
dream especially is an uncommon state experienced by that 
particular pyson or individual’ - is not possible at all for any¬ 
one ; in every Avastha (state of Consciousness) the world 
that appears lurks, subsists within that particular Avastha 
alone - this truth has been already demonstrated in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana ; in the forthcoming verses too this truth will be 
proved. Therefore, it stands established that this methodology of 
Shunyavada is certainly opposed to Anubhava. 

THE TATTWA (PHENOMENON) OF PRAJNAPARAMITA 

Here in this context there is an important point which has 

to be pondered over carefully and discerned : Here the Buddhists 

« 

have endeavoured with great gusto to prove that - “Prajnaparamita 
helps determine the Naibswabhavya (essencelessness) of all 
Dbarmas (beings, things)” - is it not so ? It is not our intention 
to show that in this doctrine there is not the least bit of truth 
at all. For, what these disputants have accepted as this Prajha 
(awareness) is merely a Vritti (concept) of the Antahkarana 
(mind) alone ; this is depicting everything always being associ¬ 
ated with the Abhasa (reflection, shadow) of Atman who is 
Prajnanaghana (a veritable lump or homogeneous mass of Con¬ 
sciousness, Awareness) indeed. What is seen there (i.e., in the 
Mind or psyche reckoned in its entirety) - of whom it is an 
Abhasa - that Atman is verily Prajnanaghana ; for, He is of the 
Chaitanya Swarupa which is Kutastha (Absolutely existing) and 
Avyabhicbarita (immutable). Merely in His vicinity, as it were, 
the Antahkarana (i.e., Mind) becomes Chidvyapta (pervaded, 
permeated by Pure Consciousness) and Chidabhasa (reflected 
as if it is Consciousness, awareness) and assumes various 
mental concepts or thought forms and acquires various names 

of ‘Prajnana’ etc. In the Sruti : HirSnd, I ^TRFI^R 

wnt sRJCg: fRr. 

JRTRFJ irafcT II*'- (Aitareya 3-2) - Ajnana, Vijnana, Prajnana 

- etc. all these are also stated to be the various names of 
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Prajnana. For that reason alone, the people by virtue of their 
Prajha (awareness) are deluded to think that all this is totally 
ascertained, determined. That Prajiia which is being called by 
various names like Chitta, Buddhi, Vijnana etc. is - from the 
Vyavahara Drishti - one each for every person ; for, it has 
perforce to function with a particular adjunct (Upadhi) being 
alone. According to the methodology which the Yogis have 
accepted, that (i.e. Prajiia) increases by Bhavana (meditation or 
contemplation) and when it reaches its consummate stage it 
becomes extremely pure and radiant and yields particular Siddhis 
(magical or mystic powers). Those who have attained such Siddhis 
and who are endowed with Visfriddha (supremely pure) Sattwas 
(those having such Chitta) are called ‘Sarvajna’ and ‘Siddhas’. 
Because in this Avastha having attained Dharmas (excellences) 
like being extremely pure and immensely subtle one remains in 
close vicinity to Atman, not only may this Prajna be capable of 
determining the Paramartha of all Dharmas (beings, objects) but 
also the Yathatmya (essential nature of Pure Being as It is) of 
Paramatman who is really Asanga (unattached) ; but for that the 
Samskara (refinement) especially gained through the Upadesha 
(spiritual instruction) by an Acharya (preceptor) who has acquired 

the Agama (traditional methodology of teaching the Reality in 

/ 

accordance with the time-tested Sastras and Sarvatrika Puma 
Anubhava) has yet to accrue. Now, tty is Prajha which is there 
as the Abhasaswarupa (the very essence of Being for this 
reflection), being an Atman (Self, the very core) alone for all 
Prajnas (various empirical awarenesses), quite different from 
all of them, being Sarvasakshi (the Witnessing Principle of 
everything), is it not ? - That alone is the Pratishtba (sub¬ 
strate) for the whole universe. For this conclusion the Sruti 

sentence : ddl^si eita>: HW Hf^l W W’ 

- (Aitareya 3-2), meaning, - “All this has an eye called Prajna. 
It is established in Prajnana ; the people are the Prajha eyes ; 
Prajha Itself is the Pratishtba (substrate) ; Prajnana Itself is 
Brahman” - is the authoritative source for it. This Prajha which 
is Nin'ishesha (devoid of any special attribute), which is Nirahjana 
(devoid of any blemish), which is Nirmala (devoid of any im¬ 
purity), Nishkriya (devoid of any action), Shiva (auspicious). 
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Shanta (blissfully quiescent), Eka (unitary), Aja (unborn), Advaya 
(non-dual) is Itself Brahman (the Ultimate, Absolute Reality) ; 
because It is the Atman for everyone, It cannot possibly be and 
in any manner either rejected or acquired by anyone - whosoever 
he may be. Therefore, what we said earlier that whether it is any 
attempt of making or converting this Atman as a Karma (action) 
[i.e., any attempt at predication of Him], or whether it is an 
attempt to reduce Him to Shunya (essenceless) alone is akin to 
the vain endeavour of catching the empty space in one’s fist is 
proper indeed. In this matter nothing more remains to be said in 
detail. 

THE TEACHING WITH REGARD TO 
PRATJTI (CHERISHED BELIEF) ABOUT CHITTA (MIND) 

AND CHITTA DRISHYA (OBJECTS SEEN BY THE MIND) 

Here there lurks a secret : It is a well-known fact of life 
that all of us know indeed, viz. in states of Adarshanavrittis 
(absence of any mental concepts) like Sushupti, Samadhi etc. 
wherein there are no concepts whatsoever of distinctions like 
external and internal, nor distinctions of Vijhana (intellectual 
awareness) or Vijneya (object of intellectual awareness) - Advitiya 
Atman alone who is verily Prajnanaghana (a homogeneous mass 
or lump of Pure Consciousness), is in one’s Anubhava (Intuitive 
plenary experience). In . such a kind or species of Avasthas - it 
is stated in the Srutis that - the whole universe of the form of 
duality has blended and become one with Vijhanatman (Self, 
Pure Awareness or Consciousness) which is of the essential 

nature of Paramartha (Absolute, Transcendental Reality) : ‘R 

^ cRRef "'H -niwPl unfit °o<l.' - (Prashna 

4-7) etc., meaning - “Oh, Soumya, just as the birds return in the 
evening to their respective residing nests in a tree, in the same 
way all that (i.e. the diverse phenomena of the universe) return 
to Paramatman and become one with Him. Prithivi (earth) and 
its Tanmatra (subtle element) of Prithivi, Ap (water) and its 
Tanmatra, Tejas (fire, light) and its Tanmatra, Vayu (air) and its 
Tanmatra, Akasba (empty space) and its Tanmatra, the Indriya 
(sense organ) of Chakshus (eyes) and the seen object, the sense 
organ of Shrotru (ear) and the object of hearing, the sense organ 
of Ghrana (smell) and the object of smell, the sense organ of 
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Rasana (taste) and its object, the sense organ of Twak (touch) 
and its object, the organ of Vak (speech) and the Vaktavya 
Vishaya (object of speech), hands and the objects they hold, the 
organ of Upastha (procreative organ) and its object of pleasure, 
Payu (the excretory organ) and the matter which it excretes, 
Padas (legs) and Gantavya (going), Manas (the mind) and Mantavya 
(that which is thought about), Buddhi (intellect) and the object 
that is to be cognized by the intellect, Ahahkara (ego) and the 
act of owning, Chitta (memory) and the object to be remembered, 
Tejas (fire) and the object to be illumined, Prana (the vital force) 
and the object to be upheld - all these have become one with 
Paramatman ; This Purusha (Being) who is Vijnanatman and who 
sees, touches, hears, smells, tastes, thinks, cognizes, does any act, 
- He too merges in the Paramatman called ‘Akshara’. That 
Tattwa (Reality) which is Advaya, Eka, Shiva and Shanta and 
which is being experienced in these Avasthas like Sushupti (deep 
sleep) etc. - that is Atman alone. This Atman alone who is 
devoid of any changes of increase or decrease, devoid of divi¬ 
sions like Pramatru (cognizer), Pramana (valid means of cogni¬ 
tion) and Prameya (the object of cognition) - is being realized 
by those who observe (Intuitively) deeply within the dream and 
the waking experiences - thus it is stated. It is not possible to 
think or fancy that for the Vyakrita (manifested) and Avyakrita 
(unmanifested seed-form) Prapancha (world of diversity) which 
keeps on appearing in all the three Avasthas there may be 
another cause which is its substrate. Even the Prapancha which 
appears in the diversified form of Pramatru, Pramana and 
Prameya - at the very time of its appearance too - is being 
illumined by Sakshi Chaitanya alone and appears as if having 
an existence totally depending, relying on It (i.e. the Witness¬ 
ing Pure Consciousness) alone and not existing by itself in¬ 
dependently at all. Therefore, because it becomes tantamount to 
saying that - this Atman alone, who is of the essential nature 
of Advitiya, Aja, Advaya imagines or conjectures Himself by 
Himself in a manner which is impossible to be argued out and 
settled in the form of the world comprising Pramatru etc. it 
evolves that - “Atman both in the form of Chitta (mind) 
and in the form of Chittadrishya (objects seen by the mind) 
is manifesting Himself - all this is verily Mayika (illusory) 
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indeed.” Thus alone it has been taught in the Sruti sentence : 

- meaning “He alone is the cause (the womb) for 
everything.” Shri Gaudapadacharya also has explained, clarified 
the real purport of the Upanishadic sentence in his Karikas like 
- “This is the essential nature of the Deity” - (1-9) ; “This 
Dvaita (duality) is Mayamatra (merely illusory)” - (1-17) ; “The 
deity called ‘Atman’ is conjuring up Himself by Himself by His 
Maya” - (2-12) ; “Inside (internally) those which are Chittakalas 
(mental temporal concepts) are merely imaginary” - (2-14) ; 
“First He imagines the Jiva” - (2-16) ; “This is that deity’s Maya 
alone” - (2-19) ; “Everything is that which is created by Atmamaya 
(Atman’s illusory, magical power) alone” - (3-10) ; “This is 
separate only by dint of Maya” - (3-19). Here we have elabo¬ 
rately explained and demonstrated this much only : Without 
realizing, cognizing this Tattwa (Transcendental, Absolute Reality 
of Brahman-Atman) Buddhists like Maha vainashikas (Nihilists) 
Vijnanavadins (Idealists), Bahyarthavadins (Realists) - just like 
the four congenital blind people who touched the various parts 
of an elephant and made wild, bizarre conjectures - have been 
imagining this Atmatattwa in all sorts of ways, arguing with one 
another and finally have helped reveal this Ajativada. 

11. THE CONCLUSION OF THE YUKTI WHICH 
ESTABLISHES THE FACT THAT IT IS NOT 
POSSIBLE FOR SVABHAVA TO CHANGE 

^ IR^II 

Meaning : “That which is not bom is itself bom, is it 
not so ? Therefore, Ajati is Prakriti ; to say that Prakriti 
changes is not possible in any manner.” 

NOT BEING BORN IS ITSELF THE SVABHAVA OF CHITTA 

Because we have proved, demonstrated that none of Karya- 
Karana Sambandha, Hetu-Phala Sambandha, Vijnana-Bahyartha 
Sambandha - (relationships) can possibly be justified, defended, 
it has been thereby established that Brahman is devoid of birth 
and Eka (one). Now, it was stated at the beginning (4-6) that - 
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“For the Ajata Dharma alone the disputants are saying there 
exists Jati (birth), is it not so ? That was established by taking 
recourse to the Yukti - “To adduce Anyathabhava (an alien, 
unnatural existence) to Prakriti (essential nature of Being of a 
thing) is not proper”, and then the resultant effect of that logical 
device is being concluded here. 

Chitta means Ajatabrahman alone ; this truth we have 
already indicated by making it tenable by means of Yukti. Be¬ 
cause the disputants are imagining that this Ajatabrahman alone 
is ‘bom’ in the form of Chitta, it amounts to saying that Ajati 
alone - not being bom itself - is its Prakriti (essential nature of 
Being). Because to affirm that the Tattwa, which is of the 
essential nature of not being bom, is bom in the form of Chitta 
- amounts to saying that for Prakriti itself there exists another 
alien, unnatural existence (Anyathabhava) - it is not proper, 
reasonable. The name ‘Prakriti’ is not suitable, applicable to the 
Swarupa (essential nature of Being) of an object which keeps on 
changing, is it not so ? Hence, all disputants who champion 
Jamnavada perforce have to agree that ‘Jati’ - ‘being bom’ - is 
Mayika (illusory) alone. This fact we have already explained in 
the commentaries on 4-6 and 7 ; that should be adduced here too 
and understood. For, here too on the pretext of refuting the 
Buddhistic tenets the Ajadvayabrahmavada alone has been con¬ 
cluded and not merely the refutation of Jativada - meaning, - the 
doctrine that entities (Vastus) are bom - alone is not the ultimate 
goal. 

12. IN PARAMARTHAJATIVADA (THE DOCTRINE 
OF THE ULTIMATE REALITY BEING BORN) 
BANDHA-MOKSHA ARE NOT ESTABLISHED 

4 

ll^oii 

Meaning : “It cannot be established that Samsara 
which is Anadi (beginningless) has an Anta (end). Moksha 
which has Adi (beginning) cannot also be established to be 
Ananta (endless).” 
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YET ANOTHER DEFECT THAT LIES IN JATIVADA 

In the doctrine of those disputants who say that - ‘Samsara 
(i.e. Bandha)-Moksha, which occur to Atman, do really exist’ - 
there lies a defect of the type that - ‘Prakriti acquires another 
(alien) nature’ - this fact has been signified so far. Now Shri 
Gaudapada is pointing out yet another defect in their doctrine. 

If it is contended that both Bandhavastha and Mokshavastha 
are Paramartha (Absolutely real) alone, then it has to be agreed 
that they occur one after another ; for, just as the acts of standing 
still and wandering about are not possible at one and the same 
time, in the same way Bandha-Moksha - which are mutually 
opposed to each other - cannot possibly exist to one and the 
same person always. If it is contended that they occur one after 
the other, then it will have to be conjectured either they have a 
cause or there is no cause whatsoever, is it not so ? First of all, 
(i) especially it is not possible at all to say that Bandha-Moksha 
occur without any Nimitta. For, if Bandha is accepted to be 
Nimimitta (devoid of a cause) then it amounts to saying that it 
can never be got rid of; if Moksha is assumed to be Nimimitta. 
then it amounts to accepting that there is no need whatsoever of 
practising any Mokshasadhanas. Then, in that event, Bandha 
being Heya (that which can be discarded, given up), Moksha 
being Upadeya (that which can be acquired) - this distinction 
itself will be rendered untenable, inapplicable. 

(ii) Further, if it is contended that they have another cause, 
then they themselves become non-existent and it amounts to 
saying that they are not Paramartha alone. As otherwise - (iii) 
If it is further contended that - ‘Samsarabandha being Anadi 
exists' at the beginning itself, whereas Moksha, occurring after 
that, is Nitya (eternal) ; for, by means of Jnana alone Moksha 
has invariably to accrue’ - then, that way also it does not suit. 
For, to say that Samsara which has no beginning will come to 
a standstill - is not possible to be established by Yukti ; for, in 
our workaday world there is no illustration to show or support 
the theory that a thing which is Anadi is having an Anta (end). 
It is not possible to doubt in the. manner : ‘The seed-sprout 
continuum - though it is Anadi - is one that has an end, is it 
not so ?’ ; for, the phehomenon of ‘Santati’ (continuum, series) 
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is not a Vastu (entity) - thus we have already provided a solution. 
Therefore, that which is Anadi - for it there is no possibility 
of an Anta occurring. 

In the same way, when Jnana, which has an Adi, accrues 

- for the Moksha - which is bom or caused - Anantatwa (end¬ 
lessness) does not become suitable, applicable. If it is said that 

- ‘Just like the destruction of Ghata etc., though it is having an 
Adi it may be Ananta, is it not so ?’ - that is also not proper ; 
for, the phenomenon of 'Vinasha 9 (total destruction) is not a 
Vastu (entity), but Moksha is Bhavarupa (of the nature of an 
existing entity). Therefore, to assert that - ‘M5ksha, which has 
an Adi, may be Ananta’ - Vinasha cannot be an apt illustration ; 
for, then the undesirable theory of - ‘Moksha is not Paramartha 
(absolutely real)’ - entails it. Apart from this, Nasha is not an 
entity at all ; because, just like the hare’s horns which are 
not entities at all, Nasha (destruction) too is Avastu (non¬ 
entity), the theory that - ‘It has Adi but no Anta’ - is not 
tenable. The concepts like - Pragabhava (non-existence prior to 
birth), Pradhvamsabhava (non-existence after destruction) etc. in 
Abhava (non-existence) which are imagined, conjectured by lo¬ 
gicians are mere phantasmagoria indeed ; for, there does not at 
all exist special features of the type - ‘It is such as this ; it is 
such as that’ - in Abhava (non-existence). 

H^IT: ^Rilsfaiiqi JS cTReRTT: 113^11 


crti faHfcPraa i 

ll^ll 


Meaning : “That thing which does not exist in the 
beginning and at the end, it does not (exist), in the same 
manner, in the present time too. The objects, being equal or 
common to what is false alone, are appearing as if they 
are not false. To think that they have benefit is like giving 
scope for a contradictory opinion in the dream. Therefore, 
because they have a beginning and an end they are said to 
be false alone.” 
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SINCE THE OBJECTS SEEN IN THE WAKING ARE FALSE 
ALSO BANDHA-MOKSHA DO NOT EXIST 

In the Vaitathya Prakarana (2-6 and 7) for these very 
verses a commentary had been given. Because - (a) in the waking 
for the various objects there exist beginnings and ends ; (b) their 
being endowed, invested with Artha (existence), Kiiyakari (capa¬ 
bility of acting, functioning) gets falsified in the dream, it evolves 
that they (i.e. objects) are false, unreal alone - with the intention 
of driving home the truth that - ‘Both Bandha and Moksha, that 
have necessarily to accrue (occur) in the waking alone, are verily 
false, unreal’ - here once again those very same verses have been 
repeated. That is all. 

■R«f *wf 'j'li 

ipni 3>d: II33II 

Meaning : “All the beings or objects (Dharmas) which 
appear in the dream are verily false ; for, they appear within 
the body. How at all is it possible to see those Bhutas (things) 
in this limited or restricted space ?” 

SINCE THE CAUSE OF BANDHA DOES NOT EXIST ALSO 

SAMSARA ETC. DO NOT EXIST 

From this verse uptil - (4-37), in all these 

verses there exists an explanation alone of the expression “We 
say Nimitta is Animitta indeed” - (4-25). In, order to clarify that 
statement alone here the illustration of the dream has been ad¬ 
duced. Although Shri Sankara has taken up the dream illustra¬ 
tion in the Bhashya on the Karika (4-26) : 1 - in 

the original it is not seen ; especially here, on the other hand, 
the Karikakara himself has shown the fact that between the 
waking and the dream there exists a similarity in all respects, and 
on the strength of that evidence - wanting to conclude the prime 
purport of the Prakarana of ‘Ajativada’ - this Avasthasamya 
(equality, similarity of the two states) has been explained. Apart 
from this, incidentally with a view to showing that Samsara and 
Moksha do not really exist, it is being established that - “ Jagrat 
(waking) too is, like the Svapna (dream), Mithya (unreal or 
false).” This is being explained in these verses. Therefore, adduc- 


448 


Alatashanti Prakarana 


ing the dream illustration here in this context is quite apt and 
reasonable. 

All the Atmans (beings) who appear to exist endowed with 
special attributes of Karyakaranasanghata (the conglomeration of 
body, senses, mind etc.) in the dream are verily false ; for, they 
appear within the body only. How is it possible to see so many 
creatures in such a restricted space ? Just as in the Vaitathya 
Prakarana, we should discern that here also from the waking 
viewpoint alone this illustration has been given. Really speaking, 
in the dream neither the Chitta (mind) nor its cause exists in 
substance ; neither Dvayadarshana (perception of duality) nor the 
experience of Saniklesha (misery) exists substantially (i.e. in 
reality) therein. In the same way too, in order to drive home this 
truth ‘that - In the waking also neither the Chitta (the mind) nor 
the Chittadrishyas (mental concepts) exist whatsoever’ - it is first 
stated that the substantial conglomerations of body, senses etc. do 
not exist therein. 

3 113*11 

Meaning : “It is not proper to say that they go therein 
and see the objects ; for, in order to travel therein the suf¬ 
ficient temporal regulations do not exist in that space or 
region. Besides, no one who wakes up - whatsoever he may 
be - exists in that region (of the dream).” 

IN DREAM THERE DO NOT EXIST ANY GATI (GOING) 

AND AGATI (RETURNING) 

Just as there exists in the waking a rule of law with regard 
to the question as to how much time is needed for anyone to go 
anywhere and again return - in that manner there does not exist 
any rule of law in the dream to the effect that the same time 
is needed for such an event. For, the time therein is not that long 
or protracted at all ; the space is limited, restricted. Therefore, 
it is not possible to assert that therein one really travels to 
another region and sees various objects. 

ftsirll: trout) i 
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Meaning : “One who has had a discussion with friends 
and then who got awakened, does not believe (that). And if 
he had taken or borrowed something, the one who has woken 
up does not see (it).” 

WHAT IS SEEN IN THE DREAM 
DOES NOT EXIST IN THE WAKING 

Just as to go to another place, there does not exist sufficient 
time or space, in the same way in order to see an object the 
necessary organ of sight or the action does not exist therein (i.e. 
in the dream) - thus it has been stated here. A person often 
discusses with elders or subordinates etc. and decides to do a 
particular thing in a particular manner, is it not so ? In the 
waking it is realized that that particular discussion itself did not 
really take place ; by such decision or action what was to be 
achieved that fruit also is not found in the waking. Even for a 

different reading of "H tPURt’ the same meaning is there. 

Gold or any other valuable thing that is acquired in the dream 
is not to be found in the waking. For this reason too, in the 
dream a person has really gone to another place - this phenom¬ 
enon is rendered false. 

In any case, it has been evolved, established that because 
thus there does not exist at all any Karana (valid means of 
action) for Dvayadarshana (perception of duality) or the Kriya 
(action) necessary to achieve a particular action, or the Anubhava 
(experience) of the Samklesha (misery) that is engendered by 
performing a particular job - there is no cause whatsoever (which 
is real and rationally viable, feasible) entertained or envisaged for 
the Svapnachitta (the dream mind). Apart from this, because the 
Chitta that exists in the dream is invariably of a quite different 
essential nature than that of the Jagrat Chitta (waking mind), 
immediately on waking - the dream mind by itself becomes non¬ 
existent, and for this reason also it is false indeed. 

Thus the two verses that are mentioned here have a mean¬ 
ing which was previously explained in the commentary on - 

4WW’ (2-2) ; even so, in order to demonstrate the truth 
that - “That which appears as a Nimitta (cause) for Chitta (mind) 
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is really not a Nimitta at all” - these verses have been mentioned 
again. Hence there is no defect here of repetition. 

Meaning : “The body that is there in a dream is verily 
unreal ; for, another body which is different from it is being 
seen. Just as the body, in the same way all that is Chittadrishya 
(seen by the mind) is Asatya alone.” 

THE BODY ETC. WHICH ARE SEEN IN THE DREAM 

ARE ALL FALSE INDEED 

The body which appears to be wandering about in the 
dream is false indeed ; for, apart from it, in the region of the 
dream itself, the waking body often appears. It is not possible at 
all to imagine that for one and the same person especially two 
bodies exist, is it not so ? Just as the body seen in the dream 
is unreal, in the same way for the same reason - to wit, another 
(a similar) body is being seen in the waking also and as soon 
as we wake up it gets falsified or sublated - the whole gamut 
of the objects seen by the dream mind is determined, established 
to be Asatya (unreal) indeed. 

Thus it is now established that all the Drishya (scenario) 
seen outside (or externally) and inside (or internally) in a dream 
is verily false, unreal. In the same way, in the waking too 
everything is false only ; for, it is also Chittadrishya (that which 
is seen by the mind) alone. Therein (i.e. in the dream) what is 
stated as ‘Chittadrishya’ is only for the sake of Upalakshana (as 
a representative example) ; here (i.e. in the waking) not only 
die Drishya (what is seen) but also since Chitta (mind) is 
itself Chittadrishya, it is Asatya (unreal) alone - thus we 
should conjecture. In the original the intended purport behind 
the word - “Avastuka” is : All that which is seen (i.e. object 
for the mind) exists without any substantiality alone. We have 
perforce to determine by the usage of the ‘Ka’ pratyaya 
(the suffix of ‘Ka’) that therein there does not even exist the 
Vasana (subtle impression or taint, proclivity) of any Vastu (en¬ 
tity) apart from the Drastru (seer). Because the waking too is 
equal or similar to dream in all respects, it is also verily Asat 
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(unreal) alone - this is the real import of the Prakarana (whole 
Chapter). 

THE UTILITY OF (PURPOSE SERVED BY) HAVING 
ADDUCED THE DREAM ILLUSTRATION 

Here what we have to discern is : Assuming what is 
established (or rather staunchly believed by everyone) in our 
workaday transactions (Vyavahara) that the states of waking and 
dream are different, distinct states - alone and then further assum¬ 
ing for the time being that the dream beings, as also the dream 
body, senses etc. are false and according to that same line of 
argument or reasoning and adopting the tenet that the waking is 
also false, unreal - this Yukti which the Vijnanavadins use - we 
utilize (follow) here too and have concluded that - ‘Chittadrishya 
- all of it - is false’. However, the Vijnanavadins - keeping as 
their objective the doctrine that - ‘The Svapnachitta does not 
have an object at all’ - and on that analogy that - ‘The waking 
mind too does not really possess an object at all’ - are attempting 
to establish on the basis of inferential logic. Although in the 

Vaitathya Prakarana in the Karika portion of - ‘W-HmRdWl} 

- (2-5) etc. after it was propounded that : “There 
is no difference whatsoever between the waking and the dream ; 
for, both these ‘exist within (internally)’ - (3Rf:T*IHEI) - although 

the Parama Siddhanta (final spiritual teaching) of - 
(2-12), meaning - “Atman Himself has imagined, conceived in 
Himself the Jivatwa etc. forms” - has been depicted, there it was 
undertaken to mention that - “The Aja-Advaita-Atman, who is 
instructed through the traditional Sastraic methodology (Agama), 
can also be taught by means of Upapatti (reasonable arguments).” 
However, here the cause or reason for assuming this different 
methodology is only to show the fact that : First, according to 
the method of the doctrine of Vijnanavadin refuting the Jativada 
(doctrine of birth) which is acceptable to the Bahyarthavadins 
(Realists), and then, by utilizing that same Yukti of Vijnanavadins 
(Idealists) alone with a view to refuting their doctrine of - “The 
Utpatti of Chitta (the birth of the mind)” which is acceptable to 
them - the mere Anumanaprakriya (inferential methodology) itself 
which is approved by them only is adopted ; from this the truth 
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that - “As a result of the debate among these disputants even, 
the truth that Advayatman is verily (birthless)” - gets evolved. 

13. BECAUSE THERE IS NO MUTUAL 
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN WAKING AND 
DREAM ALSO AJATIVADA GETS ESTABLISHED 

flijjcqig II^V9|| 

Meaning : “Because it appears just like the waking 
alone, the dream is felt to be having that alone as its cause. 
Because it is endowed with the causation of that, to him alone 
the waking exists - thus it is felt.” 

THE WAKING STATE IS NOT COMMON (SIMILAR) 

TO EVERYONE 

So far we have - following the dream illustration - estab¬ 
lished the truth that - “Ajati alone is Paramartha” - by showing 
that though the waking world appears with the differences of 
Grahya-Grahaka invariably, it is Asatya alone. Now in order to 
indicate the truth that - ‘By means of establishing the fact that 
there does not exist any mutual relationship between the waking 
and the dream also Ajativada alone is established’ - this forth¬ 
coming textual portion is dedicated. 

First of all, because the waking state is common experience 
to everyone it is quite different, bizarre from the dream and 
thereby the deep-seated belief of those people who have reckoned 
it (i.e. waking experience) to be Paramartha (Absolutely real) 
alone is being refuted. The intended meaning of the verse is : 
To say that the waking object is not really existing this too is 
a cause. Because the dream - just like the waking - is appearing 
with forms like Grahya-Grahaka, some people have believed that 
for that dream experience the waking itself is the cause. Because 
the dream is the effect of the waking alone, we should invari¬ 
ably infer that one who sees the dream - he alone has the 
waking state and should not assert that for the rest of the 
people too it is common. In fact, one who sees the dream - to 
him alone the dream experience exists and not to the others - 
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thus all of us have invariably agreed, is it not so ? Even so, that 
dream appears to all those people who exist therein as if it is 
‘common experience’ at that particular time (i.e. during the dream 
time), is it not so ? In the same way, the waking too which 
is its cause, though it appears to be a common experience to 
everyone (those who are within the waking state), really it - 
just like the dream - belongs to the one individual (who is 
awake), indeed ; to believe that it is common experience to 
everyone there is no valid reason whatsoever. Here we should 
discern the secret that in this context, assuming the 
Vyavabarikasattwa (the empirical reality of things or phenom¬ 
enon) alone and on the basis of the axiom (Nyaya) of Adhyardpa- 
Apavada (Superimposition and Rescission) it has been stated that 
- “To him alone it is Sat or real” - thus we have to reckon. 
However, here from the Paramartha Drishti it has not been 
acknowledged at all that really the waking is the cause for the 
dream. [In fact, there cannot be any mutual relationship inferred 
between two phenomena which never co-exist in one and the 
same time-space continuum and there is no possibility whatsoever 
of those two co-existing at any future period of time]. 

II34II 

Meaning : “The phenomenon of being bom itself being 
Aprasiddha (not established), it is being said that everything 
is Aja (unborn). Because this is the truth, to say that a non¬ 
existing thing is bom can never be tenable in any manner 
whatsoever.” 

TO SAY THAT DREAM IS THE EFFECT OF WAKING 

ALSO IS NOT TENABLE 

As stated in the previous Karika thinking that - some people 
may believe that the statement that the dream is an effect of the 
waking is itself the absolute truth - here it is shown that that 
statement is not one that can be acknowledged. 

Here the opponent may raise a doubt of the type : Even 
if we agree that the waking is the cause for the dream, it cannot 
possibly be said to be, just like the dream, false only. For, dream 
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is merely a Vikalpa (wild imagination) ; but, on the other hand, 
the waking, being a common (experience) to everyone, is an 
entity which really exists. Although, since the dream is caused, 
brought about by the Vasana (sutble impression) of the waking, 
it may be said to be verily the effect of the waking - one who 
is in the waking and due to whose Vasana alone the dream is 
caused - his alone is that Vikalpa indeed. A rope may be the 
cause for an imagined snake ; one who imagines it also may be 
said to be its cause ; merely on that count, it does not amount 
to saying that the rope also is false and the person who imagines 
it also is false only - is it not so ? Apart from this, it is seen 
also that there exists a great difference between waking and 
dream ; to wit, dream is extremely fickle, unsteady ; for, it keeps 
on changing from moment to moment. One person alone in one 
day alone may see many dreams which are extremely bizarre, 
each from the other. But waking is not like that at all. Everybody 
- those who are in the waking - are recognizing it in the 
manner : “That alone is this” - is it not so ? 

(Solution) : To this our answer is : For the Avivekins (non¬ 
discriminating people) this alone is proper ; but from the view¬ 
point of the Vivekins (discriminating people) it is not established 
that - “Any object whatsoever is bom.” Therefore, because ‘birth’ 
itself is not established, in the ‘Vedantas’ (i.e. Upanishads) it is 
stated that - “Everything is Aja (birthless) indeed.” We have 
already mentioned in the Vaitathya Prakarana a proper con¬ 
solatory explanation for the doubt raised about the difference 
(or contradiction, opposition) between the waking and the 
dream - which the opponent also has agreed. That same solution 
should be remembered here also. 

Now, what the opponent has reckoned that - “From the 
waking the dream has been caused (is bom)” - that understanding 
too is not proper. For, in our workaday world no one has seen 
a false thing having been born from a real entity ; none of 
us has ever seen anywhere non-existing hare’s horns etc. being 
bom, is it not so ? For the illustration of the rope-snake which 
the opponent had mentioned we have already given a counter¬ 
argument. Neither is a snake bom from a rope, nor it merges in 
the rope ; neither in the dream the snake is bom, nor does it 
merge ; neither from both these it is ever possible for it to be 
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bom. Hence, it is merely a misconception (wild imagination of 
the mind) alone - thus we have already stated. Therefore, even 
if we accept that waking is real, from it a non-existing dream 
can never possibly be born ; it being so, to say that - ‘From 
the waking, which is itself non-existent, a dream that is non¬ 
existent being bom is not possible in any manner’ - where is the 
need at all ? 

THE BENEFIT FROM THE YUKTI THAT IS 

EXEMPLIFIED HERE 

Here this aspect should be carefully discerned and imbibed. 
When it is established that - “Between the waking and the dream 
there does not exist any relationship of cause and effect” - by 
the reasoning of the type - “All this is Aja (birthless) alone” - 
even after such an extremely satisfying consolation, explanation 
has been provided - the Reason for having provided yet another 
Yukti (logical device) is : It is indeed the intention that - “To 
those who have a great fascination for logical, dialectical argu¬ 
ments let there be a firm conviction created with regard to any 
subject-matter that is established by the valid means of Agama 

f 

(Sastra or a traditional methodology of teaching)”. That is all, 
and not that by means of this purely inferential or syllogistic 
logic the Ajativada can be established. In all the three previous 
Prakaranas too it has already been propounded in a more detailed 
and clearer manner the truth that there is no relationship what¬ 
soever between the waking and the dream. Even after we have 
demonstrated, proved by means of some Upapattis (logical argu¬ 
ments) of the type - (a) Both the waking and the dream are verily 
Viparyasa (delusion, mistake) by means of the reason that they 
are both having Adi and Anta ; (b) they are the support or 
substrate for objects or phenomena which have Chittakala and 
Dvayakala ; (c) both those states are merely the Manahspandana 
(vibration of the mind) caused by Maya (illusion) etc. - if there 
are any persons who are not able to comprehend the teaching 
that there is no relationship whatsoever between the two 
states of Consciousness - for such people how at all by merely 
listening to the bare singular Yukti of the type - “From that 
which is existent a non-existent thing cannot be born” - any 
abiding, lasting faith be created ? 
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•3fW'~IT' , lRd c$l 13^ 1 

auutv^sft^p^ «P^4l HVW 

Meaning : “Seeing what is unreal in the waking and 
getting engrossed in it, a person sees that in the dream also. 
(But) seeing that which is unreal in the dream, one who has 
woken up does not see it.” 

WHAT KIND OF A CAUSE-EFFECT RELATIONSHIP EXISTS 

BETWEEN WAKING AND DREAM ? 

(Doubt) : You only had said that - “For the dream that (i.e. 
waking) alone is the cause” - (4-37), is it not so ? It being so, 
now your saying that - “ Utpatti (being bom, coming into being) 
is something which is unestablished” - is opposed to that, is it 
not so ? 

(Solution) : Please listen, we will tell you as to what kind 
of Karya-Karana-Bhava has been accepted by us in our doctrine, 
teaching. Seeing an Asatpadartha (unreal object) which is wildly 
imagined - just like the rope-snake - in the waking, getting 
completely engrossed in it and thinking about that alone in the 
dream too he sees Asatpadarthas alone in the forms of Graliya- 
Grahaka. And in the dream having seen the unreal object alone, 
on waking up he does not see it. Because in the original text of 
‘Drishta Cha’ the word ‘Cha’, meaning - ‘and’ - which is a word 
signifying or connoting a link or combination, has been used, 
what is seen in the waking is often not seen in the dream - there 
is such a possibility - this meaning should also be added here. 
In any case, thus what Asatpadartha alone one sees in the waking 
he sees that kind of a phenomenon again in the dream ; merely 
on this ground we have stated that the waking is the cause for 
the dream but we have not stated it at all invariably assuming 
that - (a) whether the cause or the effect is absolutely existing 
; (b) the object which one sees in one particular state an object 
equal to that alone he sees in another state. Everywhere all 
Drishya (seen objects) is Kalpita (imagined) alone - thus we have 
previously (2-16) stated too. Therefore, from the Paramartha 
Drishti the tenet that - “There is no relationship whatsoever 
between the sets of objects seen in the waking and the dream” 
- is itself our Siddhanta (spiritual teaching) indeed ; for, 
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between two objects which are unreal - like between a barren 
woman’s son and bow made out of hare’s horns - there is no 
relationship whatsoever, is it not so ? In the same way, the fact 
that there does not exist any relationship whatsoever is reasonable 
also. 

Ttt irtfoii 

Meaning : “An Asat (unreal) thing which has a Hetu 
(cause) which is Asat does not exist ; neither there exists a 
Sat (real object) which has a Hetu (cause) which is Asat 
(further), a Sat which has a Hetu which is Sat also does not 
exist ; then how can there exist an Asat which has Sat as its 
Hetu ?” 

THE PHENOMENON OF ‘JANMA’ WHICH IS SUBSTANTIAL 

ITSELF DOES NOT EXIST AT ALL 

Having accepted the theory that between the waking and the 
dream there exists a cause-effect relationship which is Mayika 
(illusory), we have said like this. But from the Paramartha 
Drisbti, for any' object or thing there being a possibility 
whatsoever of any cause-effect relationship existing with any 
other object in any conceivable manner is not tenable, suit¬ 
able at all. 

To wit : A hare’s horns etc. - such an Asat object being 
a cause for another Asat - for example, for a flower in the sky 
etc. - there is nothing of this kind at all anywhere. In the same 
way, for an existing earthen pot etc. a hare’s horns etc. which 
is Asat being an effect is not seen in our workaday world. In 
the same way, we have not seen a Satpadartha (a real entity) also 
for which Sat alone is the cause. Then, where is the question of 
seeing an Asatpadartha (unreal object) which is the effect of a 
Sat (real object) ? There is no other manner or method whatso¬ 
ever in which this relationship of cause-effect can possibly exist ; 
nay, even to imagine that a relationship exists it is not possible 
at all. Is it not so ? Therefore, from the viewpoint of discrimi¬ 
nating people the relationship between cause and effect categories 
is itself not established - this is the implied meaning here. In the 
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Karika : 3T Wt - (4-22), keeping in mind the essential 

nature of a Vastxi (entity) that is being bom it was stated that 
- “It cannot possibly be bom by itself or from another” - etc. 

; here, after stating that the types or kinds of objects, which may 
possibly have the cause-effect relationship, are so many only (i.e. 
enumerating and exemplifying them) the teaching that - “Among 
those kinds, in no manner whatsoever, an entity, object ever is 
bom” - alone has been justified in another method. Hence there 
is no defect of repetition here. 

Shunyavadins too have written a Karika - “It is not possible 
for an object (Bhava) to be bom from a Bhava” - (Madh. Ka. 
21-12, p. 151) etc. which has this very same opinion, and have 
depicted their own Siddhanta saying in the manner - “Disputants 
(Vadins) are always arguing among themselves, one with the 
other, and hence nothing whatsoever is bom ; this doctrine alone 
evolves from it.” But between these two doctrines (viz. that of 
the Vedantins and of the Buddhistic Shunyavadins) the salient 
differences between them are : “In the Nagarjuna Karika the 
Jativada (doctrine of birth) has been refuted from the view¬ 
point of the waking alone and there itself it has come to a 
standstill ; but here because it is decided that - ‘Between the 
waking and the dream there does not at all suit any cause- 
effect relationship in any manner’ - the truth that both the 
states are merely wild imaginations has been signified in 
everyone’s experience ; further, our methodology has reached 
out, extended up to the Sakshi (Witnessing Pure Conscious¬ 
ness) which is totally different from those two states indeed. 

Although in the Vedanta Siddhanta also the teaching that - 
“Ajatabrahman also is bom in an illusory (Mayika) manner” - 
has been acknowledged, it is not opposed to Ajativada ; this fact 
we have already stated in the past. Especially those who assert 
that - “In the Absolute sense alone (i.e. in the Paramarthika 
viewpoint alone) there is birth” - for such people it is not 
possible at all to justify or provide any proof for ‘birth’ in any 
manner whatsoever ; therefore, from their doctrine also it has 
amounted to their having evolved Ajativada alone ; this particular 
fact has been established here. Hence, the Yukti that is mentioned 
is inviolable, incontrovertible indeed. 
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fqW*n**if«i3q 11^11 

Meaning : “Just as in the waking due to misconception 
beings which cannot be imagined are touched (contacted) by 
him as if they are real, in the same way in the dream too due 
to misconception only he is seeing the beings therein only.” 

IN WAKING AND DREAM NON-EXISTENT THINGS ONLY 

ARE WILDLY IMAGINED 

‘Although the waking and the dream are unreal alone they 
have a cause-effect relationship’ - thus those who say, their doubt 
is once more solved and thereby Ajativada is being firmly estab¬ 
lished here ; due to Viparyasa - meaning, because one has not 
deliberated upon the extreme difference (Vailakshanya) that exists 
between the Vastu (entity) which is Sadrupa (of the very essence 
of Reality) in the Absolute sense, on the one hand, and the 
waking and dream states, on the other - the misconception 
(Viparitabhava) that is caused has got itself embedded, rooted in 
the mind - and hence just as any one in the waking state 
imagines that he is coming in contact with phenomena like the 
rope-snake etc. which are Achintya - meaning, which can neither 
be imagined as things having changes like birth and destruction 
etc. nor as things having a particular cause - as if they are 
Bhutavastus (really existing entities) - through the respective 
senses - in the same way due to Viparyasa (misconception, 
delusion) he is seeing therein only the various beings ; in fact, 
he is wildly imagining (Vikalpa) that he is seeing ; really speak¬ 
ing, they are not bom out of the waking. 

Here the reason for exemplifying objects like rope-snake 
etc. only which are Achintya (unthinkable, for which it is not 
possible to imagine any birth and death, nor having a particular 
thing as their cause) alone is : In order to refute the theory 
(doctrine) that - ‘The dream is bom or caused by the waking’ 
- the example that is given should necessarily be common both 
to the general run of people and the examiners ; that is all, and 
not at all for any reason like - ‘For misconceptions of the type 
of a snake etc. objects like rope etc., which are the substrate, are 
Suchintya (capable of being imagined, conceived by the mind) 
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and thereby Paramartha (Absolutely real).’ In the Vaitathya 
Prakarana (2-6) it was stated : “It exists as equal alone to the 
objects which are false and appears as if real” - and thereby it 
was affirmed that - “All objects are false only” - is it not so ? 
Therefore, all the objects that exist in the waking and the dream 
are verily Asat alone ; for them it is not possible at all to imagine 
any kind of cause-effect relationship whatsoever. This alone is 
the implied purport here. 

Here an important point that should necessarily be 
remembered is : Objects like rope-snake etc. are Achintya ; 
neither their essential nature of Being nor their cause can 
possibly be imagined by the mind - thus Shri Gaudapadacharya 
has stridently, vociferously stated. It is not possible at all to 
imagine that these are born from either the external things 
like the rope etc. or the internal mind, or even from both 
these together. Therefore, these are mere (wild or weird) 
mental imaginations alone - thus Shri Sahkaracharya, the 
Bhashyakara, also has written. It being so, the present-day 
commentators (called Vyakhyanakaras) have misconceived and 
misinterpreted these authoritative and traditional teachings to 
say : “In the rope the snake etc. have (actually) taken birth 
after being transformed (Parinama) as a result of a particular 
type of Avidya (which they have newly, erroneously coined as 
‘Mulavidya’).” Thus having forwarded a new conceptual theory 
which even the common run of people cannot possibly be¬ 
lieve, they have erected a huge barrier, as it were, to genuine 
Vedantic Intuitive deliberation. Since this new-found doctrine 
is opposed to Ajativada - the teaching that - “Whether it is 
Sat (real), or Asat (unreal), or Sadasat (real as also unreal), 
nothing is ever born at all” - this present-day dogmatic doct¬ 
rine (of Mulavidyavada) should be shunned by every discrimi¬ 
native seeker ; thus a conclusion gets established by itself. 

14. THE REASON FOR ADVOCATING THE 
EXISTENCE OF BIRTH IN THE VEDANTIC 

SIDDHANTA ALSO 

^Idl ^WlclWticI! W 11*311 
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Meaning : “For the sake of those who are saying that 
the Vastu exists because it is appearing as also because of 
religious duties, practices and for the sake of those who are 
always afraid of Ajati the tenet of Jati (birth of things) is 
being instructed by the Buddhas (knowledgeable people).” 

JANMA IS INSTRUCTED AS A DISCRIMINATIVE DEVICE 
FOR THE BENEFIT OF AVIVEKINS 

Knowledgeable Advaitavadins too are instructing about Janma, 

is it not so ? Ih - (Tai. 3-1), meaning - 

“From which these creatures are being bom” - etc. - by such 

Srutis also ; Wttt* (Gita 10-8), meaning - “I am the 

cause for everything to be bom” - etc. - by such Smritis also 

; utaieh ^TOfcT - (Moksha Dharma 30-2-12), meaning - 
“He creates everything at the time of creation” - by such 
Puranavachanas - it has been stated even by Jnanis that Janma 
exists, is it not so ? But all these are not instructed to indicate 
that really (in the Absolute sense) there exists a phenomenon of 
birth. On the contrary, it is taught by way of a subtle device 
(Up ay a) to Astikas (believers in the Sastras) of limited ability of 
discrimination (Alpavivekins) who have staunchly believed that 
the objects really exist, because the objects appear in the external 
region and they are accessorial aids, instruments for performing 
or observing the religious duties as per the scriptural Vamashrama 
Dharmas - so as to enable them to cognize, Intuit the Aja-Advaya 
Tattwa. “Let them first assume this Janma to exist ; after they 
follow and practise Vedantic teachings, automatically the truth 
that - ‘Aja-Advaya Itself is the Tattwa (the Ultimate, Absolute 
Reality)’ - will be Intuited, cognized” - this alone is the purport 
behind all these teachings and not what is instructed just now - 
i.e. ‘Janmavada’ is itself the Paramartha (Absolute Truth). 

In that case, if it is asked : “For those Jijnasus why is it 
that directly the Ajati itself has not been taught ?” - then we 
answer : “Because they are always afraid of Ajati.” Because 
those Shrotriyas (people who listen to the scriptural texts) are 
endowed with Sthulabuddhi (gross, indiscrete intelligence), they 
have staunchly believed that Ahampratyayagamya (what people 
are saying - T, T) Atman alone is the really real Atman as also 
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Kriya-Karaka-Phala (action-means of action-its fruit) are Paramartha 
alone ; therefore, for them Aja-Advaya-Vastu means ‘fear’ al¬ 
ways. To wit : Their fear lurks in the manner - “If Ajati alone 
is real, then why should Srutis like - ‘A Brahmin should perform 
sacrifice’ ; ‘One who is a Svargakama (desirous of attaining 
heaven) should perform Yaga (sacrifice)’ - etc. will be rendered 
invalid ! Even the empirical transactions will have to be treated 
as false only, is it not so ? In that case, we ourselves - it amounts 
to saying - do not exist, is it not so ?” Therefore, according to 
their level of understanding the teaching about the existence of 
‘Janma’ has been imparted. That is all, and not that this instruc¬ 
tion of the existence of Janma is meant to indicate it to be verily 
Paramartha (i.e. Absolutely real) ; “Because this entire world of 
duality is bom from Brahman alone, exists in Brahman alone and 
finally merges in Brahman alone, it is verily of Brahmaswarupa 
- let this Viveka (discrimination) dawn in them too in stages, 
gradually !” - with this prime intention alone this phased-out 
methodology of teaching is adopted. It has already been stated 
that - “This is verily a Upaya (device) for coming down to the 
level of the intellect (i.e. it becomes within the purview of the 
common man’s level of intelligence, comprehension) ; but there 
is no distinction whatsoever” - (3-15), is it not so ? The same 
tenet is being mentioned in a different manner as : “The reason 
for the knowledgeable people to have instructed Jati is that it is 
meant for those who are afraid of Ajati.” That is all. 

INSTRUCTION ABOUT ‘JANMA’ IS NOT AN ERROR 

ON THE PART OF JNANIS 

(Doubt) : Although the phenomenon of Janma itself is 
really existing, why is it instructed that it exists ? From this does 
it not amount to their (i.e. Jnanis, the knowledgeable traditional 
teachers) being verily cheats ? 

(Solution) : Not so. Because they keep in mind, or take 
into consideration, the level of understanding, comprehension of 
the seekers (who wish to qualify for this highest, sublime knowl¬ 
edge) and then instruct in this manner, it is not possible - not 
reasonable - to level this kind of a defect, blame whatsoever 
against the Jnanis. In fact, it is a subtle attempt on their part to 
have first assumed that very staunch belief of those who have 
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given full credence to the deep-seated belief that - “Because the 
object is appearing and is an instrument for the performance of 
Karmas, it is really existing” - as a subtle device and then to 
have taught the Paramartha (the Ultimate Reality). They have 
first accepted the Janma which is established in i ir workaday 
transactions and then they have taught in the manner that - “All 
this is a Mayika (illusory) Srishti (creation) caused by Brahman 
alone ; it is not at all created by insentient things like Pradhana 
(or Prakriti) etc.” Because this Upadesha (spiritual instruction) 
based on the Adhyaropa Drishti (viewpoint of deliberate Super¬ 
imposition) is rescinded, sublated later on in the Upadesha on 
Aja-Advaya-Tattwa, there does not exist any error whatsoever in 
their teaching. With this very purport in mind the knowers of the 
Sampradaya (traditional methodology of spiritual instruction) have 
stated : - (Gita Bhashya, 13-12), meaning - “By virtue of the 
axiom of Adhyaropa-Apavada (Superimposition and Rescission) 
tie Tattwa (Reality) which is Nishprapahcha (devoid of any 
world of duality) is taught in full detail.” 

(Doubt) : Even if it is so, does not the defect of having 
uttered a lie entail them ? Even though the phenomenon of birth 
does not really exist, they have taught that it exists, is it not 
so ? 

(Solution) : Not so. For, they have not at all instructed, 
preached so in the Paramarthika -(Absolute) sense. Although the 
Shishyas (disciples) have belieyed firmly that the Dvaitavastu 
really exists, in the Absolute sense, none of the Dvaita-Vikalpas 

W 

(misconceptions of duality) of the type - ‘Sastra’, ‘Shishya’, 
‘Guru’ etc. does exist whatsoever in reality ; this alone is the 
Paramartha Siddhanta (the Absolute philosophical or spiritual 
teaching of Advaita Vedanta). It being so, the fact that the 
knowledgeable people (i.e. Jnanis) are teaching ‘Mayika Janma’ 
is also mentioned from the Avidya Drishti alone. For that reason 
alone, we had previously stated : “This doctrine was taught for 
the purpose of Upadesha” - (1-18). Therefore, it is not possible 
at all to doubt at any time any defect whatsoever being there in 
Aja-Advaya-Vada. 

'4lfd<l4l tlrWR <1^0^ 11*311 


464 


Alatashanti Prakarana 


Meaning : “Those who are afraid of Ajati because the 
Vastu is appearing and have given it up, for them the defect 
of having accepted Janma is not established ; even if there is 
a defect, it will be a small one indeed.” 

FOR THOSE WHO HAVE TAKEN TO THE VEDIC PATH EVEN 
BY ACCEPTING JANMA THERE IS NO DEFECT 

(Question) : Why should the Jnanis instruct those qualified 
seekers who are Vaidikas (following the Vedic tenets) and who 
have obstinately held on to the belief that Bheda (difference, 
distinction) does exist ? If they affirm that there exists Janma, 
how at all can it be said that by that a defect does not arise ? 

(Answer) : Those who - out of a deep-seated belief that 
the Vastu exists because it appears as also it is an instrument, 
implement needed in the performance of righteous scriptural 
rituals - have discarded Aja-Advayavada and are behaving con¬ 
trary to its teachings - to such people who are afraid of Ajati 
no defect will entail them because of their belief in the existence 
and of Jati, because they have full faith (Shraddha) in Veda- 
pramanya (authority of the scriptures as valid texts) and they 
have taken resort to a sacred path which is Vedokta (stipulated 
by the Vedas). For, they have followed a Vivekamarga (a path 
of discrimination) alone which removes the defect of Jati (birth). 
For that reason alone, the Karmas and Upasanas stipulated in the 
Vedas are instructed for their benefit, is it not so ? The real 
intention behind this scriptural instruction is : “Let Chittashuddhi 
(purification of the mind), Antarmukhatwa (introvertedness) - 
these qualities be engendered in them and systematically, step by 
step, they will consider the source of Vedanta ; let this Ajati 
Tattwa alone flash in their hearts !” For that reason only, since 
they are invariably guiding along the royal (safe) path which in 
the ultimate analysis will enable them to reach Aja-Advayavada 

alone - they are not affected by the Jatiddsha (defect of accept- 

* * 

ing, believing in Jati or Janma) ; to wit, at least in the end they 
will unfailingly reach the Paratattwa (the Absolute Reality). Al¬ 
though a small defect to the extent that in them the Ajati 
Drishti (the viewpoint of birthlessness) which yields the fruit 
of Sadyomukti (Beatitude, Liberation here and now) has not 
dawned yet a small defect does occur in them, they will 
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certainly reach (attain) Brahman either (i) through the path 
of deliberating upon the Vedantopadesha in accordance with 
the level or standard of their respective understanding or 
comprehension and by the method of deciding the truth that 
the Karya (effect) is Ananya (non-different) from the Karana 
(cause) and such other methods or (ii) by the path of Paramcsh- 
wara Upasana (meditations on the Supreme Lord) attaining 
Kramamukti (phased out Liberation i.e. attainment of Brahma- 
loka). Whereas, the Nastikas (atheists, sceptics and non-believers) 

- will according to the sentence - 

- (Gita 16-20), meaning - “Without attaining, reaching Me, they 
obtain a low, wretched state alone” - they go down to a mis¬ 
erable state of being. But these people (i.e. those who have taken 

to a Vedic path) - as per the Lord’s assurance - ulcHi-flff 

n x«nrq(ci' - (Gita 9-31), meaning - “Oh son of Kunti, My 

devotee never gets destroyed, this truth you know to be certain” 

- at the end at least they will surely attain Sadgati (a Blissful. 
state). 

Meaning : “Because it is invariably appearing and in the 
same way our scriptural rituals are being performed also - just 
as the Mayahasti (illusory, magical elephant) is believed to be 
a real elephant, in the same way since it is also appearing and 
by virtue of Dharmacharana (observance of religious rituals 
and disciplines) also the external object appears to exist in¬ 
deed.” 

THAT DVAITA IS NOT REAL IS ITSELF PARAMARTHA 

(Doubt) : Why should it not be decided that the object 
which is appearing outside is really existing alone since it is 
appearing as also it is an accessorial aid for Dharmacharana ? 

(Solution) : Not so. For, though an object is appearing and 
is an accessory for performance of duties, still it may not be 
really existing. For this an illustration is : The elephant conjured 
up by Maya (magic) as also the elephant that appears in a dream 
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do appear to exist ; they too - just like a real elephant is used 
as accessorial means for a ride etc. by mounting upon them and 
for such other purposes are used. Merely on that count, no one 
believes them to be really existing elephants. Therefore, whether 
anything is appearing or whether it is being used as an accessory 
for certain acts or whether being called by any name - none of 
these can possibly be the proper reason for deciding that a Vastu 
(object) really exists. 

IN THE ILLUSTRATION THE APPEARANCE AS WELL AS 
THE UTILIZATION ARE MERELY ABHINIVESHA 
(PERSEVERANCE OF BELIEF ALONE) 

Here the purport behind giving Mayahasti, dream elephant 
as illustrations is to indicate the truth that - “Merely on seeing 
that both appearance and utilization seem to exist, it cannot be 
said that the Vastu really exists” - and not with any intention of 
signifying that either Mayahasti or Svapnahasti really appear or 
there really exists their utilization for any particular job. This fact 

will be mentioned later on in the Karika : - 

(4-73), meaning - “There exists an Abhinivesha (perseverance of 
belief) in a non-existing thing and not that there exists any 
duality” ; in the Vaitathya Prakarana too it has already been 
stated that - “The wise people in Vedanta have determined that 
this world is unreal, false just like dream and Maya as well as 
Gandharvanagara (a celestial city)” - (2-13). The same fact is 
being utilized to prove here also that as a result of the dispute 
and disagreement among the disputants the truth that - ‘Ajati 
alone is real’ - gets evolved. 

15. AS A RESULT OF DISSENSION AMONG THE 
VARIOUS DISPUTANTS AJATIVADA ALONE IS 
EVOLVED * CONCLUSION OF THIS TEACHING 

V»llc4mw 4dicin' I 

falR VIM4S4H, ir*MI 

Meaning : “Although it is Jatyabbasa (merely a reflec¬ 
tion of birth), Chalabhasa (a reflection of movement, vibration) 
as also Vastwabhasa (reflection of an entity), Vijnana is Aja 
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(birthless), Achala (immovable), Avastu (non-entity), Shanta 
(quiescent), Advaya (non-dual).” 

JATI ETC. ARE IMAGINED IN AJA-ADVAYA-ATMAN ALONE 

(Question) : With regard to which really real Entity (Para¬ 
martha Vastu) are these Janma and such other Asadbuddhis (false 
concepts) engendered in Avivekins ? 

(Answer) : We will mention ; that Paramartha (Absolute 
Reality), though It is devoid of Janma, appears as if having a 
birth. An imagination of the type - “Such and such a person is 
bom” - is an example for this. Though the Ultimate Reality is 
not at all bom, this Vikalpa (misconception) is caused. Similarly, 
although that Paramartha Tattwa is verily Achala (non-moving), 
It appears as if It is moving. For that reason alone, people are 
misconceiving in the manner that - “Such and such a person is 
going.” In the same way, although that Tattwa is not a Vastu 
endowed with any Dharmas (qualities, special attributes), people 
are misconceiving in the manner that - “It is endowed with such 
and such qualities, special features” ; for the people to miscon¬ 
ceive in the manner - “Devadatta is white-complexioned, is tall” 

- this alone is the reason. 

Here because illustrations like Jatyabhasa (misconceptions 
of birth), Chalabhasa (misconceptions of movement)” etc. have 
been mentioned, we should not think that the Karikakara had an 
opinion that a separate Padartha (entity) - really having birth, 
movement, special attributes, being not quiescent and being dual 

- exists. Here from the Avidyakalpita (conjured up by igno¬ 
rance) Vyavahara Drishti (empirical viewpoint) objects with 
Jatyadi attributes are accepted indeed ; it is true that in the 
Sruti : “The Paramartha Satya became both Satya and Asatya” 

- (Tai. 26) it has been stated like that also. But when observed 
from the Paramartha Drishti it has already been shown in the 
Vaitathya Prakarana that - “All Dvaita like Janma etc. is 

f 

really false only” ; that too is in accordance with Sruti teaching 

t 

alone as evidently clear from the Sruti statement - “ Vikara 
(mutation) is Vacharambhana (mere an exercise in speech) and 
it is a mere name only” - (Chh. 6-1-4). Hence, although there 
does not at all exist any Vastu with the Svabhava (essential 
nature) of having real birth, from the Vyavahara Drishti 
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what are seen as if to exist like Jati (birth) etc. are assumed 
to be Upamana (illustrations) only ; this fact we should 
discern. 

THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF PARAMARTHA CHAITANYA 

In any case, this is certain (determined) that - “Paramartha 
Vijnana (the Absolute, Transcendental Reality of Pure Conscious¬ 
ness) which is Aja, Achala, Nirdharmaka keeps on appearing just 
like objects having various attributes of Jati (birth) etc. of the 
type - ‘He is bom, he goes about, he is tall, he is w'hite- 
complexioned’ etc.” Here the ‘Vijnana’ does not mean the 
predicative form or nature of av/areness or consciousness (i.e. at 
the empirical level). Especially the ‘Alaya Vijnana’ which the 
Buddhists propound is not at all relevant here. For, in the 
Karika : “Therefore, Chitta is not bom at all” - (4-28) - itself 

that has already been refuted ; 7 «fMcl - (4-46) - meaning 

- “Thus Chitta is not bom” - in the next Karika also it is being 
refuted. Apart from this, because Alaya Vijnana is of the nature 
of ‘ Vijhanasantana' (continuum of objective awareness) which is 
associated with Nitya Avachhitma (perpetually separated, distinct) 

Chalana (movement) - it is not fit to be transacted as 
(as if moving). If it is questioned - “In that case, why is it here 
in this context Paramartha Tattwa (the Absolute, Ultimate Reality 
of Pure Consciousness) is called by the word - ‘Vijnana’ ?” - 
the answer is : It is for the purpose of indicating the fact that 

- “As a result of the dispute between the two factions among 
Buddhists, viz. Vijnanavadins (Idealists) and Bahyarthavadin (Re¬ 
alists) the Vijnanabrahman alone which is Aja and Advaya is 

established.” For this conclusion the Sruti WP’ - (Bri. 

3-9-27) meaning - “Brahman is Vijnana, and Ananda” - which 
has called Brahman by the word - ‘Vijnana’ - is itself the 
authoritative source. To the question - “What is the Swarupa of 
this Paramartha Vijnana ?” - the answer is : Since It is devoid 
of Prapahcha (world of duality) like Jati (birth) etc. It is ‘Shanta’ 
(quiescent, Blissful) ; since It has never any opposing entity or 
object It is ‘Advaya’, Pure Consciousness, without anything 
second to It and non-divisible. For this conclusion - the Srutis 


like : TJ=f’ - (Bri. 2-4-12), meaning - “It is verily a mass, 
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lump of Consciousness” ; Ti«nei - (Shwetashwahara 

6-19), meaning- “It is devoid of parts, of action, It is peaceful” ; 

‘ (Chh. 6-2-1) - meaning - “One alone without 
anything second to It” - etc. are the authoritative sources. 

3RT:I 

UAH^l1 TdRlll^ll 

Meaning : “Thus the Chitta is not bom, thus the Dharmas 
(beings) are said to be Aja (unborn). Those people who have 
cognized (Intuited) thus only will not fall victims to Viparitajnana 
(misconception, erroneous knowledge).” 

CONCLUSION OF THE YUKTI THAT CHITTA AND 

CHITTADRISHYA ARE NOT BORN 

Hitherto it was depicted that - “Therefore, Chitta is not 
bom’ - adopting the Vijhavadins’ Yukti, viz. Like the Chittadrishya 
Chitta also is never bom at all, is it not so ? By explaining this 
tenet with the help of various reasons and illustrations, it was 
established that Ajati alone is Paramartha (the final Absolute 
Truth). In order to conclude that very topic this verse is em¬ 
ployed. 

By means of these Yuktis what was previously stated viz. 
“Chitta is never bom” - is proved to be correct. By means of 
these very Yuktis - the Brahmajnanis reckon that - “Dharmas, 
meaning Atmans (beings), the Padarthas (objects) which are 
Chittadrishya are verily Ajaswarupas (of the very essence of 
birthlessness) ; for, they are not separate, different from Atma 

Tattwa which is Aja-Advaya.” The Srutis like - ii'iilto IVqi’ 

- (Bri. 4-4-19), meaning - “Here there does not exist even the 
least bit of distinction” - etc. which are proclaiming this truth are 
the authoritative sources for this conclusion. Here the word - 

- the plural word ‘Dharmas’ is used because there are many 
Upadhis (adjuncts) ; even those Upadhis too are really, in the 
Absolute sense, Aja-Advaya-Atman and hence we should discern 
that - “The fact that - ‘Atmans are also Aja’ - becomes self- 
established.” 
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THE BENEFIT ACCRUING FROM THE COGNITION OF AJATI 

Those who cognize so as to culminate in their experience 
that this Atmatattwa is in this manner devoid of Janma, of 
Chalana and of Dharmas but is verily of the essential nature of 
Vijnana (Pure Consciousness) which is Shanta, Advaya - they 
become capable of having given up their Eshanatraya (the triad 
of attachments, desires) like Putraishana (attachment to children, 
wife, kith and kin), Vittaishana (attachment to one’s assets) and 
Lokaishana (desire for name and fame or to attain higher regions 
of existence) and they will never fall once again in the ocean of 

Avidya. The Srati : *^7 %: W. - (Isa 7), 

meaning - “One who has searched out (Intuited) Ekatwa (unity, 
non-dual Self) - there which attachment, which misery possibly 
can exist ?” - is the authoritative source for this conclusion. 

16. ILLUSTRATION FOR THE TEACHING THAT 
JATYADJ (i.e. BIRTH etc.) ARE NOT 
ABSOLUTELY REAL 

N5 u iwis<w»im ll'xvsiI 

Meaning : “Just as appearing as if to be straight, crooked 
etc. is (merely) the turning or movement of the firebrand 
(torch), in the same way appearing in the forms of cognizing, 
cognizer is verily the movement of Vijnana.” 

ILLUSTRATION FOR THE TENET THAT VIJNANA 

(PURE CONSCIOUSNESS) REMAINING AS IT IS, STILL 

APPEARS IN VARIOUS FORMS 

In order to clarify whatever has been taught so far about 
the Paramartha Darshana (Spiritual teachings or philosophy of the 
Absolute Reality of Pure Being-Consciousness) an illustration is 
being given here. Just as a moving, swinging torch or firebrand, 
though it subsists as it is, it appears as if many forms like 
straight, crooked etc. exist in the light, in the same way what 
appears in the various forms of Vishaya (objects) and Vishayi 
(the subjective consciousness) is verily the movement of the 
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Vijnana (Pure Consciousness) alone. This so-called, apparent 
movement of this Vijnana is also verily Avidyakrita (a projection 
brought about by ignorance) ; really speaking, (from the Absolute 
viewpoint) Vijnana is not at all moving. Vijnana is ‘bom’ as 
Chitta due to Maya alone, is it not so ? To an entity which is 
absolutely Achala (devoid of movement) how at all can there be 

movement ? This truth has already been stated in the Karika - 
- (4-45), meaning - “It is birthless, motionless.” 

FOR VIJNANA VIBRATION IS NOT THERE 
AS ABSOLUTELY REAL 

But those who affirm that - ‘Vijnana has really a vibration, 
motion which is its essential nature, as also for Paramatman, who 
is of the Vijnanaswarupa, there invariably exists a particular 
power of vibration, motion’ - are Bhrantas (deluded people). For, 
if that Spandana (vibration, motion) is Nihsakshika (without a 
Witnessing Principle, Consciousness), then it amounts to saying 
that it has no Pramana (valid means of proof) whatsoever. But 
if it is said that it has a Sakshi (Witnessing Principle or Con¬ 
sciousness), then it will have to be perforce accepted that that 
Sakshi is always (eternally) devoid of any Spandana whatsoever. 
Even to imagine, conjecture that for the Vijnana (Pure, Absolute 
Consciousness beyond time-space-causation categories and duality 
itself), which is Kutasthanitya (Absolute, eternal) and Sarvasakshi 
(Witnessing Principle of everything) there exists a phenomenon 
of vibration, it is not possible whatsoever, is it not so ? Further, 
to assert in the manner that - “For that Atman, devoid of any 
parts, there exist two parts - one which is of the form of 
Kutasthasakshi, and the other of the form of Its Sakshya (wit¬ 
nessed object) which is capable of motion - at one and the same 
moment of time” - is not tenable in logic. The Srutis like - 
“(That Atman) is Nishkala, Nishkriya and Shanta” - 
(Shwetashwatara 6-10) ; “One who is birthless outside and in¬ 
side” - (Mundaka 2-1-2) ; “That this Atman is Mahanta, Aja, 
Ajara, Amara, Amrita Brahman” - (Bri. 4-4-25) - etc. are repeat¬ 
edly proclaiming this Absolute, Transcendental nature of Being 
of this Atman. Therefore, it is not proper to say that for Atman 
who is of Vijnanaswarupa there exists an independent Spandana- 
shakti (power of motion, vibration). In truth, Vijnana does not at 
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all mean a predicative form of consciousness, awareness ; only 
if it is so, we will have to imagine that to that too there exists 
a proclivity, innate nature of motion, is it not so ? Further, it is 
not at all false to say that this Vijnana is endowed with a 
potential power needed for the creation (birth), sustenance and 

dissolution of the world ; Srutis like - ’hu*h - 

(Shweta. 6-2) - etc. meaning - “His Parashakti is said to be 
varied indeed” - are authoritative sources for this statement. 

Therefore, for the Karika expression - meaning - 

“The motion of Pure Consciousness” - we have to interpret it 
to mean - “appears as if a motion due to Avidya” - only. 

irx<su 

Meaning : “Just as a motionless firebrand remains Aja, 
and without appearing in a different form of light, in the same 
way the Vijnana devoid of motion remains Aja without the 
alien (apparent) forms of appearance.” 

ILLUSTRATION FOR THE TENET THAT WHEN AVIDYA IS 
REMOVED AD VAIT A (NON-DUALITY) ALONE SUBSISTS 

Although when the firebrand is moving it appears in various 
forms, when it is not being moved it does not appear in various 
forms and remains in its true form as it is, in the same way 
Vijnana, in the absence of (disappearance of) Avidya, does not 
appear in the forms of Janma etc. and remains Aja in Its non¬ 
dual form as It really is (in Its Absolute, Transcendental Being). 

Wlicl ^ I 

dfcrlldlTl I 

Meaning : “When the firebrand is swung round the 
designs of light have not at all come from another source ; 
when it is not swung round neither do they not leave it and 
go to another region or direction, nor do they enter at all into 
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the firebrand. They have not come out of the firebrand ; for, 
they are not real objects. With regard to the Vijnana also those 
appearances must be existing in a similar manner ; for, their 
being an appearance is a common feature (between the two).” 

m PtsiiiH r^iR % n^u 

^% ll<tf II 

Meaning : “When Vijnana is shaking the appearances 
have not come from another thing ; when it is not shaking 
they do not go to any other region or place away from 
Vijnana ; neither do they enter into Vijnana too. They have 
not come out of Vijnana ; for, they have no Vastu Swabhava 
(essential nature of being a substance) at all. Because there is 
no relationship of cause-effect they are always existing as 
Acbintya (inconceivable) only.” 

ABHASAS (REFLECTIONS, APPEARANCES) ARE ALWAYS OF 
THE NATURE OF BEING INCONCEIVABLE 

When the firebrand is being swung round many forms of 
light are seen in it, is it not so ? No one believes that those forms 
have come from some other object and have entered into the 
firebrand. When the firebrand is not swung round, none of us 
ever thinks that those shapes or forms of light have left it and 
gone somewhere else, nor do we believe that they have entered 
into the firebrand itself. In the same way, when Chaitanyaswarupa 
Atman is appearing in various forms of not-selves those appear¬ 
ances are not bom ; nor do they come from somewhere else and 
enter into Atman ; when we decide that Atman is Advitiya alone 
by means of Jfiana (Intuitive Knowledge) it is not possible .also 
to reckon that they have actually entered into Atman Himself. 
Whether in the case of the illustration or whether it is in the case 
of the illustrated example of Atman, appearances are always mere 
appearances alone. They have neither any resultant effect, nor do 
they have any cause ; therefore they are verily Achintya, mean¬ 
ing, they are mere appearances alone and it is never possible to 
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conceive or conjecture in the manner : “They came from such 
and such a cause ; they gave such and such a fruit ; they 
traversed to such and such a region.” Just as in the illustration 
although there exists one firebrand alone, in it we, out of a 
deluded vision, imagine things (shapes) which do not exist at all, 
in the same way people themselves (in their deluded Avidya 
state) misconceive the Dvaita that is appearing in Atman and 
are questioning about it. This Dvaita is neither something 
different from Atman, nor is it in its apparent form Atman 
also. In the Bhashyas of Shri Sankara these apparent false forms 

are described as : meaning - “An appear¬ 

ance which can neither be determined as that very particular 
thing nor something which can be determined to be other than 
that thing and defined.” But the present-day Vyakhyana Vedantins 
are affirming that - “They are Anirvachaniya which are Sadasad- 
vilakshana, meaning - they are Anirvachaniya Bhavas (indefin¬ 
able entities) which can neither be possibly defined, determined 
as Sat (real) or Asat (unreal).” In any case, it is quite certain 
that they - in the real. Absolute sense - do not exist at all. 

HERE VIJNANA MEANS 
ADVITIYA CHAITANYA ALONE 

The Buddhists too affirm that because the external objects 
are verily Vijnana (intellectual awareness, consciousness) alone 
they do not possess Gati (going somewhere), Agamana (coming 

from somewhere). T Rrefir T I RTCRT: favrtliW 

ItcMci: <£3^ II* - (Bodhi Charyavatara 9-143), meaning - “It 
has not come from somewhere else, does not exist (subsist), does 
not also go anywhere ; what difference is there between Maya 
and this ? Even so, the foolish people are saying that this is 
real !” - thus they are also saying. Even then, because it has been 
stridently, vociferously stated that - “In this manner Chitta too 
is not bom” - (4-46) - thereby Vijnana is not different from 
Atman who is Aja, Achala and Vijnapti (the end product of 
Intuitive Knowledge) - that Vijnana too like the various shapes 
of the firebrand is verily a false appearance - thus we should 
discern. Some people among the Vijnanavadins are saying : 
‘Vijnana itself is bom in the forms of Bahyartha and is having 
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Sanklesha (misery) ; when it gets transformed into Nirvanarupa 
(liberated state), it attains Vyavadana (disappearance)’ - is it not 
so ? By virtue of that part of the verse which says : “They have 
not come out of Atman who is of the essential nature of Vijdana 
(Pure Consciousness)” - these Buddhists’ doctrine also stands 
refuted. 

Now, those disputants (among the Buddhists) who are as¬ 
suming that for all Dharmas (beings, entities) Shunya (essence- 
lessness) alone is the Tattwa (Ultimate Reality) and are asserting 
that - “Seen from whatever viewpoint or aspect, it has no 
Nirodha (suppression), no Utpadana (production), no Agamana 
(coming), no Nirgamana (going)” - quite contrary to universal 
experience, are saying so on the basis of dry, vain logic that all 
those things do not exist ; such people are, in fact, like (the 
idiots) who are trying to box the empty space and hence they 
have no access to an entry whatsoever into the purport of this 
Karika, so to speak. Therefore, we should never doubt that in this 
teaching of Vedanta the doctrinaire logical theory of these oppo¬ 
nents - who are outside the purview of the Vedic teachings 
(Vedabahya), which is devoid of Yukti and Nishpraydjana (totally 
without any lasting benefit) - is mixed up or interpolated. On the 
contrary, Shri Gaudapadachaya - in the true Vedantic traditions 
- has taught : “The external objects are all Achintya (inconceiv¬ 
able) ; they are imagined (misconceived) in Atman who is Advaita- 
Vijnanaswarupa ; it is not possible to say whether they are 
Tattwa (Atman Himself who is the Absolute, Transcendental 
Reality) or Anyatwa (something other than Atman). Hence, if 
they are observed from the Paramartha Drishti, they do not have 
any relationship whatsoever of Janya (that, which is produced) 
and Janaka (that agent which produces or causes the birth) 
between them ; they are mere appearances of the various shapes 
of light of the rotating firebrand as if they are straight or 
crooked.” Those who realize this truth attain the fruit of 
establishing themselves as Paramatmaswarupa alone which is 
Nityashuddhabuddhamukta V ijnanatman. 


■gai gsjvj % | 
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Meaning : “One substance may be the cause for another 
substance ; one thing may be the cause for another. But to say 
that Dharmas (beings, souls) are either Dravya or different 
from another is not tenable.” 

THE CAUSE-EFFECT RELATIONSHIP IN THE ABSOLUTE 

SENSE IS NOT TENABLE 

Atman is of the essential nature of mere Vijnana (Pure 
Consciousness) which is Aja, Advaya and Kutastha. In Him 
Chitta, the Dharmas (objects, entities) of the forms like Jiva etc. 
are misconceived ; they are merely Avidyaspandana (vibrations 
due to ignorance). Just as in a swinging firebrand the various 
shapes of light like straight, crooked etc. are seen, these Dharmas 
too seen in Atman are verily false appearances. It is being 
established that there does not exist any Karya-Karanabhava 
whatsoever between them. To say that there exists a cause-effect 
relationship between them is opposed to Yukti indeed - this fact 
is being proved now. 

Those who assert that between Chitta and Dharmas there 
exists a Karya-Karanabhava - according to their teaching also 
one Dravya (substance) may be the cause for another ; for the 
word ‘Dravya’ here the meaning is : ‘A really existing Vastu or 

entity.’ In the previous verse, because the expression - 
(because Dravyatwa or substantiality is not tenable) - has been 
used, we have to perforce determine that for the word ‘Dravya’ 
this above meaning alone is apt. In any case, the Karyakaranavadins 
(disputants who champion the cause of cause-effect theory) also 
have accepted that - “Dravya alone - really that which is an 
existing entity (Vastu) - may possibly be a cause for another 
Dravya, but anything which is Adravya (non-substantial), Avastu 
(that which is not a Vastu), can never be a cause for something 
which is not a Vastu.” It is true that from a really existing Vastu 
like a rope etc. an Avastu like a snake etc. is ‘bom’ ; but in 
that example, there is no real cause-effect relationship at all. 
Hence, it is seen in our workaday world that - “A real entity 
alone should necessarily be the cause for a real entity.” In the 
same way, “The cause is separate. The effect has necessarily to 
be separate from it ; a thing cannot itself be the cause for 
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itself’ - thus it is acknowledged by the Paramartha-Karya-Karana- 
vadins. For a cause like a seed there should be another thing like 
a sprout which is separate as a Karya (effect) - thus it is seen 
in our empirical world of transactions ; no one ever accepts that 

- “For a seed the seed alone is the cause ; for a sprout the sprout 
alone is the cause” - is it not so ? 

But whether it is the Jivas or other Dharmas (objects) - to 
say that they are Dravyas is not tenable. For, they are - just like 
the various shapes of light seen when a firebrand is swung round 

- mere false appearances alone. Therefore, they are neither Dravyas 
nor are they anything separate from the Chitta. Even the 
Vijnanavadins do not accept that - “The imagined things like a 
snake, a streak of water etc. in a rope - just as the buffalo is 
different from a horse - are different from one another” - is it 
not so ? In the same way, any Dharma which is the vibration 
or motion of Avidya is not a Vastu ; Dharmas - whatever they 
may be - among themselves are also not different from one 
another. They are also not different from Chitta. Therefore, the 
Karyakaranabhava (relationship of cause-effect) is not at all ten¬ 
able. 


(Objection) : Are you saying that Vijnana is Shanta, 
Advaya, as also that alone is Atman ? From that all else is 
caused, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : True. But why we call that Vijnana, known as 
Atman - ‘Dravya’ - is for the purpose of indicating the truth that 
- ‘Although it is not a Dravya, when compared to the Dharmas 
which the people have imagined (misconceived) to be Dravya, 
that alone is the real Vastu.’ That is all and not that Atman is 
really (i.e. in the Absolute sense) a Dravya at all. Let it be. Thus 
Atman Himself who is said to be relatively a Dravya is verily 
everything ; He is neither the cause for anything that is separate 
or different from Him nor an effect. For that reason alone the 

Sruti defines Atmatattwa as - meaning, “For Atmatattwa 

there is neither a prior nor a posterior.” Hence, because there- is 
no cause-effect relationship whatsoever, Abhasas (reflections, 
appearances) are always Achintya (inconceivable) - (4-52) - thus 
what we had said is itself correct. 



478 


Alatashanti Prakarana 


17. BY MEANS OF THE CONVICTION THAT 
THERE IS NO RELATIONSHIP^OF CAUSE-EFFECT 
DELIVERANCE FROM SAMSARA (TRANSMIGRA- 

TORY EXISTENCE) ACCRUES 

^ VPtSlR imxil 

Meaning : “Thus neither Dharmas are bom from Chitta, 
nor the Chitta is bom from Dharmas. In this manner those 
who are Vivekins will imbibe (cognize, realize) the teaching 
that Hetu-Phalas are never bom at all.” 

HOW COME THE TEACHING THAT BETWEEN CHITTA AND 
DHARMA AND ADHARMA THERE IS NO CAUSE-EFFECT 

RELATIONSHIP ? 

Thus because - (a) the birth etc. of Abhasas (reflections) are 
mere appearances, (b) Atman is Sarvananyaswarupa (of the es¬ 
sential nature of everything) ; (c) apart from Him there is no 
Paramarthavastu (Absolute Entity or Reality) whatsoever - to say 
that He is the ‘cause’ is untenable. Therefore, it is not possible 
for the Chitta (mind) itself which the common run of people have 
assumed (misconceived) to be the adjunct of the Jiva (transmi- 
gratory soul) to be bom ; for, it is not separate from Atmachaitanya 
(Pure Consciousness of the Self) at all. Thus it is evolved. For 
that reason alone, from the Chitta - the Dharmas - meaning, the 
external phenomena, are not bom at all ; the Chitta too is not 
bom from those external objects (reflections or appearances). In 
fact, all Dharmas (phenomena) are verily the mere Abhasa (ap¬ 
pearances) of Atmavij&anaswarupa (the essential nature of Pure 
Consciousness of the Self). No one believes or thinks that either 
the silver which is the mere appearance of sea-shell is bom from 
the snake which is the mere appearance of a rope, or the rope- 
snake is bom from the nacre-silver - is it not so ? 

In the past it was stated that - “Thus the Chitta is not bom” 
(4-46) because the Chitta, which the Vijnanavadin has accepted, 
is not seen apart from Atman. Whereas here, the special feature 
is : Even if we agree to the methodology of those who have 
assumed that - “The relationship between cause and effect cat- 
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egories is Paramartha (absolutely real)” - we have demonstrated 
- on the strength of Yukti of the type - “Because Chitta etc. are 
Adravya and they are not different from one another - there is 
no cause-effect relationship among them” - the truth that - “Nei¬ 
ther from the Chitta the external Dharmas (phenomena) are bom, 
nor from the external Dharmas the Chitta is bom,” 

THE BENEFIT THAT ACCRUES IF ONE DISCERNS THAT 

CHITTA ETC. ARE NOT BORN 

Thus by virtue of discerning this truth that for Chitta etc. 
there is no cause-effect relationship, those who are Jnanis - for 
this reason only - enter into the Intuitive realization of this 
profound teaching that - “Neither from a Hetu (cause), which is 
of the form dr nature of Dharma or Adharma, the body which 
is the Phala (resultant effect), nor from that body the Dharma or 
Adharma phenomena are bom” ; to wit, they cognize the truth 
that - “In Atman these Hetu-Phala do not exist whatsoever.” 

#J| immi 

Meaning : “As long as the influence of Hetu-Phala 
exists, these Hetu-Phalas are being bom ; if the influence of 
Hetu-Phala dies out, Hetu-Phalas are not bom.” 

FOR THE BIRTH OF HETU-PHALA ABHINIVESHA 
(AFFINITY OR DETERMINATION) 

ALONE IS THE CAUSE 

Here in this Karika answers to the following questions have 
been given : (a) Those, who without having this Jhana (Self- 
Knowledge) are having Mithyabhimana (false pride) of the type 
that - “Hetu-Phalas are really existing” - to such people what 
harm is caused ? (b) But if that Mithyabhimana is not there, then 
what benefit accmes ? To entertain an Abhimana (misconception 
of the type) - “I have Hetus (the causes) of the type of Dharma 
(merits) and Adharma (demerits). Performing these Dharmas and 
Adharmas, in due course of time I am bom in a particular species 
of creatures and then I enjoy the fruits of those merits and 
demerits” - is itself called ‘Hetuphalavesha.’ As long as a 
person misconceives this Hetuphalavesha in Atman and possesses 
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that kind of a mind, these Hetu-Phalas will be incessantly bom 
in him - to wit, performing acts of merit or demerit and expe¬ 
riencing or enjoying their respective fruits - this attitude will 
continuously, without any break, proceed. But if this Abhinivesha 
is got rid of or given up - just like a person who is possessed 
by an evil star or force is relieved of that evil by the strength 
of Mantra (Vedic hymn) or herbal medicine - if this deep-seated 
misconception of the mind is exercised away by Tattwajnana - 
then the birth or generation of Hetu-Phala will not occur any- 

more, as stated in the Sruti *<R!T WT 

R|wt*jsfd’ - (Mundaka 3-1-3), meaning - “Then to the Jnani these 

Punya (merit) and Papa (demerit) do not taint or touch at all ; 
there will occur Paramasamya (supreme similarity, identification) 
between him and Paramatman indeed.” 

11^11 

Meaning : “As long as Hetuphalavesha exists, the trans- 
migratory existence is spreading out. When the Hetuphalavesha 
wears out, one does not acquire Samsara. For, then Dharma- 
Adharmas which are the cause for Samsara do not exist at 
all.” 


THE EXTINCTION OF ABHIMANA (VAIN PRIDE, FALSE 
IDENTIFICATION) OF THE FORM OF - JI AM 
KARTRU-BHOK1RURUPA’ IS ITSELF MOKSHA 
(LIBERATION, BEATITUDE) 

As long as the Abhimana (vain pride, misconception) of the 
type - “I am of the essential nature of experiencing the fruits of 
Dharma-Adharma after I perform them” - exists in one till such 
time the Samsara has spread out its ramifications. The moment 
this Abhimana gets extinct, or disappears, there is no acquisition 
whatsoever of Samsara ; only if there is the cause the effect 
exists, is it not so ? Therefore, in order to get rid of this 
untenable (wrong) belief completely a person who is discrimina¬ 
tive in his approach to life should necessarily acquire Aja-Advaya- 
Atmavidya. 
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18. JANMA-NASHA (BIRTH-DESTRUCTION) 
ARE VERILY AVIDYAKA (PRODUCTS OF 

IGNORANCE) 

3 imvsn 

Meaning : “From the viewpoint of Samvriti (empirical 
transactions carried out due to Avidya) everything is bom ; 
therefore, there is nothing like Shashwata (eternal). From 
the Paramartha Drishti (viewpoint of the Transcendental, 
Absolute Reality beyond time-space concepts) everything is 
Aja (birthless) alone ; from It there is nothing like Uccheda 
(extirpation, destruction) at all.” 

JATI IS AVIDYAKA ; AJATI IS PARAMARTHA 

(Doubt) : Even after stating that apart from Atman, who is 
Aja there does not exist anything whatsoever, you are mentioning 
that both Hetu-Phalas and Samsara have Utpatti (birth) ! Is it not 
a contradiction of what you said first and later ? 

(Solution) : There is no defect whatsoever in this. To 
wit : From the viewpoint of Samvriti - meaning from the stand 
point of empirical transactions which are Avidyakalpita - every¬ 
thing is being bom ; from this Avidyadrishti, there is no entity 
whatsoever which is Shashwata (eternal). Thus because from the 
Avidyavyavahara Drishti there is nothing like Shashwata, we said 
that - “As long as this Hetu-Phalavesha exists Samsara has its 
ramifications.” But when we observe from the Paramartha Drishti, 
this Vishwa itself is Aja (unborn) ; therefore, Jati (being bom) 
- is itself not there at all. Hence, observed from that Paramartha 
Drishti, Hetu, Phala etc. - for none of them there is any destruc¬ 
tion whatsoever. Therefore, our mentioning Utpattinasha for Samsara 
is not opposed to Ajativada. 

HOW COME THIS DIVISION^ (DISTINCTION) OF SAMVRITI 

AND PARAMARTHASATYA ? 

Here means ‘the empirical transaction with regard to 
‘Avidya’, - ‘tilsnci ^hi^wieicI meaning - ‘That thing 
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which has concealed, hidden the Paramartha - that is Samvriti’. 
When we examine and observe from the Paramartha Drishti - 
although everything is Brahman which is Aja, by virtue of, or 
due to, Samvriti - meaning - because from the viewpoint of 
Vyavahara which is itself projected by Avidya It appears as 
though It has split up into the forms of Pramatru (cognizer), 
Pramana (means of cognition), Prameya (cognized object) etc. - 
it amounts to saying that there exists an apparent ‘concealment’ 
of Its essential nature. Further, because for such people having 
or entertaining this Drishti of Samvriti this Bahya Drishti 
alone (i.e. extroverted viewpoint) exists, there is an apparent 
impediment of the forms of Ajhana, Samshaya and Mithyajnana 
with regard to Brahmajnana which is one’s inner Atman ; 
therefore, they do not get, attain Brahmajnana. 

Buddhists too have acknowledged ‘Samvritisatya’ and 

‘Paramarthasatya’ - such two kinds of realities, '3^ 

ujjMiHxrM I ^ 'MWltftT:- (Madhyamika 

Karika 24-8, Vritti p. 180) - thus alone says Nagarjuna Karika 

- meaning - “Relying on two kinds of Satyas (realities), Bud¬ 
dhists are preaching Dharma ; they are - Lokasamvritisatya, 
Paramarthasatya.” But the reason that they have adduced for 
dividing Satya in this manner is quite a different one altogether. 
Chandraklrti who has written a commentary on this, explains it 
thus : 

(i) ‘Samvriti’ means - ‘that which is hidden all around’ ; 
Ajnana conceals the Tattwa (essential nature of Being) of all 
Padarthas (objects, entities) ; therefore, it is called ‘Samvriti’. 
(ii) One thing being bom from another thing, meaning, one thing 
depending on another is itself ‘Samvriti’ - thus also we may 
say ; or, in the alternative - (iii) ‘Samvriti’ means, Samketaha (an 
indication, sign, allusion), the empirical transaction Vyavahara of 
Abhidhana (name) and Abhidheya (named object), Jhana-Jheya- 
Vyavahara (transaction of knowledge and object of knowledge) 

- etc. such Lokavyavahara (workaday or empirical transactions) 

- we may also describe it like this’ - (Madh. Vri. p. 180). It is 
their doctrine that - “Without assuming Abhidhana-Abhidheya- 
Vyavahara as Paramartha (absolutely real) it is not possible to 
teach Paramartha (the Absolute Reality), as also if It is not taught 
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it is not possible for anyone to cognize, know It - keeping, 
assuming Lokasamvriti as a device alone the Paramartha is in¬ 
structed.” - (Madh. Ka. 24 - 10 , Vri. p. 181 ) ; it is called ‘Samvriti’, 
because it is ‘Yuktibadhya’ (that which is sublated by a device, 
or it is something which is sublated by means of Anubhava 
(Intuitive Experience) of Yogis. Here ‘Yukti’ means ‘Pratitya 
Samutpada’ (dependent origination) ; that alone is the Pramana 
(valid proof) for Shunyata (essencelessness). Further - how it is 

‘Anubhavabadhyatwa’ ? To wit : *cT3f TH«£tR?l 41*4 I 

- (Bodhicharyavatara 9 - 4 ) - [This 

sentence is quoted by Prof. T.R.V. Murthy, in his “The Central 
Philosophy of Buddhism”] - meaning - “The belief of P rakritajanaha 
(materialistic, extroverted people) is sublated by the Yogic 
Anubhava (experience of the Yogis) ; because the experiences of 
those Yogis too are of various grades, the higher-grade experi¬ 
ences sublate the lower-grade experiences.” Thus if we accept 
the teaching (doctrine) that one’s experience, then cancels or 
strikes down another’s experience on the strength of which 
Anubhava can we possibly strike down and arrive at the 
decision as to who are the best among the Yogis with the 
highest Anubhava ? How at all can we have a guarantee that 
that particular Anubhava is of the final order ? 

On the other hand, in our Vedanta Siddhanta how is this 

Samvriti Paramartha Viveka ? The answer is : From the 
• • 

Waking viewpoint to imagine Pramatrutwa (cognizership, ‘I’ notion) 
in Atman as also the Pramana-Prameya etc. Vyavahara which 
depends upon that Pramatrutwa is ‘Samvriti.’ This Samvriti is 
misconceived due to Avidya. Avidya means a misconceived 
(deep-seated) belief bom out of mixing up Atman who is real and 
Anatman which is unreal. Shri Sankara has explained in detail 
in his Sutra Bhashya that - “All the Samvriti which is of the 
form or nature of Vyavahara is verily Avidyakalpita.” On the 
contrary, Paramarthasatya means - ‘though the Avasthas like 
Jagrat are leaving out one another, quite distinct from all of them 
that Reality which exists in one and the same essence of Pure 
Being and which is Sarvasakshi (the Witnessing Principle of 
everything) is Atman alone. “The Vyavaharas (empirical trans¬ 
actions) of the type of Pramana-Prameya-Vyavahara etc. which 
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are Avidyakrita (projected by, conjured up by Avidya or 
ignorance) are called ‘Samvritisatya’, because they are not 
sublated as long as this Paramarthasatya is cognized or In¬ 
tuited, and not because they are sublated either by mere 
Yukti (reasoning) or by the Anubhava of Yogis. Here the 
salient, special feature that is pointed out is : What the 

Buddhists call ‘Samvriti’ as that Yukti as well as Anubhava 

• • 

is verily that Samvriti which is included or comes within the 
purview of Vyavahara - Avidyaka (a product of Avidya) 
alone.” 

WHAT EXACTLY IS IT REFUTED IN THIS VERSE ? 

Here we have to discern that : - (From the 

viewpoint of the Paramartha everything is Aja alone) - by this 
sentence, having indicated the truth that - “Everything is Nitya 
(eternal)” - merely Uccheda (destruction) alone is not sublated ; 
on the other hand, it has been pointed out that when observed 
from the Paramartha Drishti both ‘Shashwatatwa ’ and ‘Ucchedatwa’ 

• m 

do not exist at all. For, in Atman who is of the essential nature 
of Prajnanaghana (a sheer mass of Pure Consciousness) there is 
no possibility or scope whatsoever for any kind of Vikalpas 
(extreme imaginations, misconceptions) like Nityatwa (etemality) 
etc. For that reason alone, in the epic ‘Mahabharata’ it has been 

stated that ViqP»«oi 1 fqa^:’ - (Moksha Dharma 

219-6) - meaning - “Here it does not culminate either in eradi¬ 
cation, extinction, or in existence.” If it is asked : “In this Karika 
it appears as though ‘Nityatwa’ is accepted by the expression - 
‘Everything is Aja alone’ - is it not so ?” - the answer is : It 
is stated like that only to sublate Janma which is imagined, 
misconceived due to Samvriti, and not to indicate that in Atman 
there exists another Dharma (special attribute) called ‘Ajatwa’. 

This fact will be clarified later on in the Karika - *3r»r: 4>(e9cHi<Jc4l’ 
- (4-74). Therefore, nothing contrary to our Siddhanta has been 
stated here at all. Since it has been mentioned that - “Due to 
Samvriti everything is bom” - it should not be misunderstood or 
misinterpreted that it has been accepted here that everything is 
really bom indeed ; on the other hand, it should be discerned that 
whatever objects or phenomena seem to be bom - all those are 
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‘bom’ due to Samvriti - thus first it should be assumed by way 
of superimposition - and then by way of rescission, it is taught 
that - “Nothing whatsoever is Shashwata (eternal). Hence, the 
real purport behind this half verse is : “From the Paramartha 
Drishti, Atmaikatwa (unity - non-duality - of Atman) alone 
exists ; It is devoid of Uccheda but It is ‘Shashwata’ ; but 
from the point of view of Samvriti Uccheda as well as 
Shashwata - both exist.” 

"•hi hi41m 4 i men 

Meaning : “Those Dharmas which thus are bom, they 
are not bom really. Their Janma is analogous to Maya ; that 
Maya too does not exist.” 

SAMVRITIKAJANMA (EMPIRICAL BIRTH DUE TO AVIDYA) 

IS MAYOPAMA (SIMILAR TO ILLUSION) 

Atmans (beings, Jivas), external Vastus - these Dharmas 
(phenomena, beings) are believed to be bom by the ignorant 
people, is it not so ? How are those Dharmas bom ? They are 
bom due to Samvriti alone but not in reality at all. ‘Those beings 
or objects are bom due to Samvriti’ - this statement also signifies 
that they are Mayopama, meaning - ‘Just as Maya (illusion) is 
bom’ ; ‘just as objects or phenomena are bom due to Maya 
(illusion), in the same way these are bom’ - this is implied here. 
Because it is stated - “The birth of those Dharmas is - ‘just like 
the birth due to Maya’ or ‘just like Maya itself is bom’ - brought 
about” - it should not be imagined, reckoned that ‘Maya’ is a 
really existing entity ; that phenomenon of ‘Maya’ also is some¬ 
thing non-existent ; ‘Maya’ is a name given to something that 
does not exist at all. Therefore, Janma - just like Maya (magical 
act, illusion) - meaning just as Maya is not really existing - in 
the same way - the intended purport here is that - ‘The 
Janma of Dharmas (beings) is really not existing’ - alone and 
not that - ‘Due to a particular cause called - Maya - they are 
(really) born’ - at all. This truth should be discerned here. 

hi fedil ^ 41x4*0 4 I'*hi i mu I 
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Meaning : “Just as from a totally illusory (Mayamaya) 
seed a totally illusory sprout is bom, and just as that is not 
Nitya (eternal) as also not destructible, similarly we should 
make this illustration applicable to Dharmas and comprehend 
the intended purport.” 

MAYAJANMA REALLY MEANS AJANMA ALONE 

If a question of the type - “In that case, how could it be 
said that the Janma of those Dharmas is Mayopama (analogous 
to an illusion) ?” - is raised, then the following answer is 
given : From a seed - which is Mayamaya (completely illusory) 
and has as its very essence mere appearance alone - a sprout, 
which is also Mayamaya, is bom, is it not so ? But the Janmadi 
(birth, growth etc.) of that sprout are not real entities at all. For 
that reason alone, that sprout is neither Nitya nor destructible 
also ; for, it is an Avastu (non-entity), is it not so ? That which 
is Avastu cannot possibly be said to be either eternal or destruct¬ 
ible, is it not so ? In the same way, we should understand the 
Janma and Nasha of all Dharmas ; the purport here is : It cannot 
be said justifiably that they too really have either Janma or 
Nasha. For, everything is verily mere Maya, conjured up by 
Avidya, which is quite natural. 

*T^ m ^ I 

%jpT: II* - (Moksha Dharma 259-41) - meaning - “If all Dharmas 

are thus existing by virtue of that cause alone called ‘ Swabhava ’ 
(essential nature), to say there is extinction for them too - which 
is that ? Which is, then, the thing that is Shashwata” ? - this 

sentence of Mdksha Dharma text affirms this truth alone. 

“Shashwatavada” means, the doctrine of the cause being 
eternal ; “Ucchedavada” means, the doctrine that the cause gets 
destroyed - refuting both these doctrines by means Yukti (reason¬ 
ing) is the Buddhistic Siddhanta (philosophy of Buddhism). 
Because everything is verily Aja-Advaya-Atman, to prove by 
means of Yukti as well as Anubhava that “In Atman both these 
‘Shashwata’ and ‘Uccheda’ are mere conjectures, misconcep¬ 
tions” - is Vedanta Siddhanta. In order to signify this truth 
alone here the Buddhistic technical terms of ‘Shashwata’, ‘Uccheda’ 
are themselves being used - thus we should discern. 
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19. WHEN OBSERVED FROM PARAMARTHA 
DRISHTI THE DVAITA PHENOMENON 
IS NOT PERCEPTIBLE TO VAK (SPEECH) 

AND MANAS (MIND) 

«tsl «!#% fe(e|«t>Wsl •jl'olhl ll^0|| 

Meaning : “Whatever Dharmas there are, which are 
Aja - in them there are no ‘Shashwata’ or ‘Ashashwata’ 
concepts. Where there are no categories or concepts (words), 
there Viveka (discrimination) is not recommended.” 

DHARMAS ARE REALLY BEYOND THE 
PURVIEW OF SPEECH 

If observed from the Paramartha Drishti in all Dharmas - 

• • 

which are eternal, of one and the same essence of Chaitanya or 
Pure Consciousness and Aja with regard to Atmans and the 
external objects - it is not proper, reasonable to say that either 
they are Shashwata or Ashashwata. Where there are no words or 
concepts available whatsoever to name, there the distinctions like 
Nitya and Anitya cannot possibly be stated ; for, in Aja Atman 
there are no special features whatsoever. Previously in 4-58 it 
was stated that - ‘Dharmas in their apparent forms, their birth is 
like a Maya Janma ; it is not possible to say whether they are 
Nitya or Anitya’ ; but in this Karika it is being stated that - 
“Because from the Tattwa Drishti - (a) they do not exist apart 
from Aja Atman ; (b) in the essential nature of Pure Being of 
Aja Atman they do not possess any special features whatsoever” 
- they are not objects for Vak (speech). 

Here the expression - (words are not capable 

of indicating them) - has been mentioned as a Upalakshana 
(implication of something in addition, synecdoche) only ; by this 

r 

implication, we should include the mind also ; for, the Sruti - 
“Without objectifying (signifying) Brahman the words as well as 
the mind return” (Taittiriya 2-9) - is stating thus. 


fad ddfd I 

d«ll fad delft Hlddl11^1 
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3754^54DTIRn«u ««ri<u ii^ii 

Meaning : “Just as in the dream the China is shaking 
(vibrating) as if it is dual due to Maya, in the same way in 
the waking too the Chitta is shaking as if it is dual due to 
Maya. There is no doubt with regard to the fact that in the 
dream the Chitta (itself) being Advaya alone appears as if it 
is dual ; in the same way, in the waking too it being Advaya 
only (the Chitta) appears as if it is dual - there is no doubt.” 

DHARMAS BEING OBJECTS TO VAK AND 
MANAS IS MAYIKA (ILLUSORY) 

(Objection) : The statement that - ‘The speech and the 
mind cannot possibly objectify Dharmas’ - is opposed to Pratyaksha 
(perceptual knowledge, experience), is it not so ? The fact that 
people are objectifying them by means of speech as well as the 
mind and expressing in the manner - “This is Satya ; this is 
Anrita” ; “This is Shashwata ; this is Ashashwata” - is percep¬ 
tible, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : We have stated that - “All these are - from 
the Paramartha Drishti - Aja-Advaya Atman only ; if this truth 
is remembered, then it will not be possible to indicate them after 
discrimination either by the speech (words) or the mind.” Really 
speaking, although all of them are mere Advaya Vijnana alone, 
it is seen in our empirical transactions that they are objectified, 
is it not so ? - this is nothing but the objectification of their 
appearance ; and they are thus appearing because the Chitta is 
vibrating due to Maya. For this the illustration of the dream is 
adduced in the Karika. 

Previously in 4-49 it was stated : “Both the seed and the 
sprout are Mayamaya (totally illusory)” - that was said from the 
viewpoint that - “Those who are witnessing the Maya are also 
knowing, cognizing them at the moment of their appearance 
only.” In fact, that seed-sprout seen is neither Nifya nor does it 
get destroyed - thus it was mentioned. For those onlookers who 
are seeing the various phenomena like the seed-sprout etc. which 
the Mayavin (magician) is showing (projecting) merely as a 
pastime, pleasant recreation, there is no abiding interest in delib- 
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erating upon questions like - “Whether those seed-sprout etc. are 
Nitya or Anitya ?” - is it not so ? Thinking in the manner that 
- “All this is verily Maya ; neither they are Nitya nor are they 
destructible” - alone, they (i.e. onlookers) are indifferent towards 
that question, is it not so ? But, in the dream though the Chitta 
is invariably vibrating illusorily, the cognition of the truth that - 
“All this is verily Maya” - does not occur to anyone whosoever 
during that period of the dream ; the Dharmas that exist therein 
are verily objects for Shabdapratyaya (the concepts projected by 
the words) of the type - ‘Shashwata, Ashashwata’ - this is the 
special feature in this case. Just as in the case of Tattwa, which 
is verily Advaya, It is appearing as if It is Dvaya due to Maya, 
and even so during that time those Dharmas therein are invari¬ 
ably objects for Vak and Manas - in the same way it is so in 
the waking too ; thus a similarity between the illustration of the 
dream and the illustrated example of the waking is pointed out. 
These very same verses are also mentioned in the Advaita 
Prakarana also ; (Therein, instead of the word ‘Chitta’ the word 
‘Manaha’ has been used, that is all). There, in that context, they 
were stated in order to establish by means of Yukti the teaching 
that - “For a Sadvastu there may be a Janma due to Maya” ; 
but here the special feature of these verses is to prove the fact 
that - “Even the objects which are created, projected by Maya 
may become objects for the speech and the mind.” This point is 
to be discerned. 

20. ALL DUALITY IS NON-DIFFERENT 

FROM CH AIT ANY A 
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Meaning : “One who sees the dream wanders about in 
the dream and is seeing Andajas (creatures bom out of eggs), 
Swedajas (bom out of warm vapour or sweat, like insects) 
existing in all the ten directions and whatever creatures he is 
seeing always - all of them are objects for the dreamer’s 
Chitta alone ; they are not existing apart from it. In the same 
way, the Chitta also of this dreamer is seen by him only. One 
who is running about in the waking is seeing either creatures 
bom out of eggs or insects bom out of sweat in all the ten 
different directions as also whatever creatures he is seeing 
always - all of them are objects for the waking person’s Chitta 
alone ; they are not existing separate from it. Similarly, it has 
to be accepted that the Chitta of these waking persons is verily 
an object to the respective waking person alone.” 

THE DUALITY THAT IS AN OBJECT FOR VYAVAHARA IS 
NOT DIFFERENT FROM CHAITANYA (PURE CONSCIOUSNESS) 

It has already been stated that - “The duality that is object 
for the transactions of speech and mind is not Paramartha 
(Absolutely real) ; because it is Chittaspandana (vibration of the 
mind) it is verily Maya.” That Chitta too - because it is not 
existing in the Absolute sense, it amounts to saying that all 
duality is verily Asat (false, unreal). Thus it has been concluded 
here. 

All the Jivas who are seen by one who is carrying out the 
transactions in the dream, are invariably perceived by his Chitta 
alone. Therefore, apart from that Chitta those creatures do not 
exist at* all ; the fact that - “The Chitta itself is imagined 
(misconceived) in the various forms of Jivas etc. seen in the 
dream” - is known to everyone. Apart from this, that Svapnachitta 
(mind of the dream) also does not at all exist by itself apart from 
the dreamer. In the same way, it is reasonable to accept the 
proposition that all the Jivas also seen in the waking do not exist 
apart from the waking person. 

What was previously stated viz. : “Therefore, Chitta is not 
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bom” - ( 4 - 28 ) - that teaching alone is strengthened by a proper 
cause. Because the Chitta of the waking person does not at all 
exist by itself apart from his Atman, really it is not bom at 
all ; by means of the very Yukti, which the Buddhist has 
acknowledged to say : “Apart from Chitta the Chittadrishya 
does not exist” - it becomes established that - “Apart from 
Atman who illumines the Chitta even that Chitta also does 
not exist” ; thus this truth is clarified here. It has already been 
demonstrated in the Vaitathya Prakarana that - (a) “Waking, 
dream - the Atman who illumines both these is one and the 
same” as also - (b) “There is no Vailakshanya (distinction) 
whatsoever between waking and dream” ; adding those teachings 
also here, the seeker should discern the teaching that - “Atman 
who illumines both these states of Consciousness is alone 
(unitarily, non-dually) Paramartha (Absolutely real).” 

•3^ % far tKfcflfa l 

^ IIEV9II 

Meaning : “Both of them are objects for each other. We 
are not saying as to which is existing. Both are devoid of 
Lakshanas (hallmarks, signs) ; by that Buddhi (intellect) alone 
(this truth) is cognized.” 

THE EXISTENCE OF CHITTA (MIND) AND CHETYA 

(OBJECT CONCEIVED BY THE MIND) IS RELATIVE 

(Objection) : Why should we accept that the Chitta by 
itself is not separate from one who sees, perceives ? That which 
cognizes the external Dharmas (beings, objects) is itself the 
Chitta - thus only it can be stated, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : • Our answer to this is : Apart from the seer or 
perceiver the Chitta by itself, independently cannot at all be 
established. For, its existence too - just like the external objects 
- is verily Sapekshasatta (relative existence). To wit, both Chitta 
(mind) and Chetya (mental concept to) are to be invariably 
established being dependent upon (mutually related to) each other. 
That which cognizes the externally existing Dharmas like Jiva 
etc. is itself Chitta ; and that which is object for the Chitta is 
itself the Dharma - thus mutually depending upon each other 
these two are being known and none of them is singly established 
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to exist independently. Therefore, it is never possible to say 
which of them really exists. In the dream neither the elephant nor 
the Chitta which perceives the elephant is really existing, is it not 
so ? Even so, it is being seen. In the same way, in the present 
case or context too, the Vivekins (people who are capable of 
such Intuitive deliberation, discrimination) do not at all cognize 
that either Chitta or Chittadrishya is really existing. This alone 
is the implicit purport. 

BETWEEN CHITTA AND CHETYA THERE IS NO 
RELATIONSHIP OF PRAMANA (VALID MEANS OF 
COGNITION) AND PRAMEYA (THE COGNIZED OBJECT) 

How is it that both Chitta and Chetya do not exist ? - The 
answer is : Both these are Lakshanashunya (devoid of signs of 
recognition) ; for both there is no Pramana (valid means of 
cognition) ; for, by the Mati (belief) alone, that is, by the belief 
or concept of the type that - “This is Chitta ; this is Chetya” 
- alone it is appearing and not that it is established on the basis 
of any Pramana. Due to the awareness of the type - “This is a 
pot” - the pot is appearing ; that Ghatabuddhi (awareness of pot) 
also is not established independently ; it is, in fact, established 
because it is ‘cognizing’ the pot. It being so, it is not possible 
to affirm or ascertain as to which of them is established by 
which. This is the implicit meaning here. 

d«ii '•fhi ii^ii 

4«ll MI4W4 '-ficfl I 

ii^ii 

WPlfHd+t "Ml facelift ^ I 
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Meaning : “Just as the Jiva who is caused by the dream 
is bom and dies, in the same way all these Jivas are caused 
and become extinct. Just as the Jiva who is Mayamaya is bom 
and dies, similarly all these Jivas are caused and become 
extinct. Just as an artificially produced Jiva is bom and dies, 
in the same way all these Jivas are caused and become 
extinct.” 
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THE JIVAS WHO EXIST IN THE WAKING 
ARE ALSO NOT REALLY EXISTING 

‘Nirmitakajiva ’ means a Jiva produced by means of Mantra, 
herbs, roots etc. Although Svapnajiva (dream soul), Mayamayajiva 
(an illusory soul), Nirmitakajiva (artificially produced soul by 
means of Mantra, herbs etc.) - these are not really existing, they 
appear as if they are bom and are dying ; in the same way, the 
Jivas who appear in the waking are also not existing at all really. 
This is the total meaning of the three verses. In the same way, 
although the Chitta is not really existing it appears as if it is 
existing - thus also we should add to the meaning of the verses. 

HERE THERE IS NO SCOPE FOR INTRODUCING 

THE EKAJIVAVADA 

Here, in this context, by the expression - “All these Jivas” 
- to interpret it to mean - ‘except the waking Jiva all the other 
Jivas’ - and then we should not conceive of any scope for 
‘Ekajivavada’ (the theory of one and one Jiva only). For, this 
Prakarana is written with the intention of signifying, teaching that 
the commonality of Jivas is itself not existing really. In the next 

verse it is vociferously, stridently stated : - 

(4-71), meaning - “No Jiva whosoever is bom.” Therefore, both 
Chitta and Chetya are without any Pramana ; we should discern 
here the fact that - “The empirical dealing of ‘Jivas’ is due to 
Samvriti alone” - is relevant here. 

21. CONCLUSION OF AJATIVADA 

•I ^ fqeicl I 

Wt <*114(1 IIVSUI 

Meaning : “No Jiva whosoever is ever bom ; there is 
no cause for his birth also. That state wherein nothing even 
the least bit is bom - that alone is the supreme state.” 

AJATI ITSELF IS THE ABSOLUTE REALITY 

The preceptor is concluding that the teaching - “Ajati Itself 
is Paramartha” - becomes determined from the fact that - “It is 
not possible to decide that the apparent forms of Chitta and 
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Chetya are such and such.” In fact, that no Jiva is bom is itself 
the Absolute Truth (Paramartha). The statement that - “Jivas 
being bom is like the birth of Svapna-Maya-Nirmitaka Jivas” - 
is meant for the purpose of indicating that Vyavaharika Janma 
(empirical birth) is Mayika only and not with the intention to say 
that either Chitta or Chetya (the concepts of the mind) are really, 
absolutely existing. Chitta means verily mind. The statement that 
- “The mind is bom from Paramatman” - in the Mundaka 
Upanishad (2-1-3) - is to denote that all the Vikara (Karya or 
resultant effects) or empirical mutations in general are verily or 
merely an exercise in words ; really speaking, in Atman there is 
no mind whatsoever existing indeed. For this the Smti that - 
“(Paramatman is) Aprana, Amanaska, Shubhra” - (Mundaka 2- 
1-2) is the authoritative source. 

It being so, in the Absolute sense no Jiva is ever bom ; 
for him to be bom there does not exist any cause whatsoever. 
Whatever statements were made previously to refute the various 
Jativadas were all Vyavaharikasatya (empirical reality) alone ; but 
Paramarthasatya (Absolute reality or truth) is : “Nothing what¬ 
soever even an iota of it is really bom.” 

This verse has already appeared (3-48) in the Advaita 
Prakarana also. There the purport of the verse was to signify 
the teaching that - “No devices (Upaya) whatsoever are real ; the 
Aja-Advaya-Tattwa which is the Upeya (that Reality indicated by 
the devices) is the Paramasatya (the Ultimate Reality).” But here 
the purport for the verse is to conclude the demonstration of the 
truth - “By the disputes and differences among the various 
disputants Aja-Advaya-Tattwa (the birthless-non-dual-Transcendental 
Reality) alone gets evolved.” 

The teaching that - “No Jiva is ever bom” - does not 
become relevant in the Buddhistic doctrine ; for, all the different 
schools or factions of Buddhistic Philosophy are invariably 
Nairatmyavadas (doctrines of negation of Atman’s existence). But 
this teaching here is exclusively committed to Advaita Vedanta 
alone. In the ‘Introduction’ this fact has been clarified. 
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Meaning : “This Dvaita (duality) of the form of Grahya 
and Grahaka is verily the vibration of the Chitta. Chitta is 
Nirvishaya (devoid of any object) ; by this, they say it is 
Asanga (nomattached) only.” 

CHITTA ALSO IS ADVAYATATTWA ALONE 

It has already been stated previously that - *313*1 ^ 

(4-62), meaning - “All Dvaita of the form of Grahya-Grahaka is 
verily Mayika, a vibration only of the Chitta.” “Because that 
Chitta, in the Absolute sense, is Atman alone, it is verily 
Nirvishaya” - thus it becomes evolved. Thus because it is 
Nirvishaya, knowledgeable people say that Chitta also is always 

Asanga (non-attached). The Sruti : *3RPlt ?T4 - (Bri. 4-3-15) 

- is an authoritative source for this conclusion. To wit : That 
which is Savishaya (having an object) - to that thing there is a 
Sahga (attachment, contact) with its object ; but this Chitta in its 
intrinsic form being verily Atman, devoid of the categories of 
Vishaya (object) and Vishayi (subject), it is Nirvishaya indeed. 
Hence it is Asanga. 

HERE FOR THE WORD ‘CHITTA’ THE MEANING IS NOT 

‘VIJNANA’ OF THE BUDDHISTS 

Because it is taught here that - “This is verily the vibration 
of the Chitta” ; “Because the Chitta is Nirvishaya, it is Asanga” 

- there is enough scope for the common uninitiated people to 
misconceive that it is verily Buddhists’ ‘Vijnana’. For, Vijnana- 

vadins among Buddhists also say : *farlRrafR3 Ttf fs^T far! I 

^ [qeicT (Larikavatara 3-121), meaning - “All 
this is verily Chitta ; Chitta alone exists in a dual form of Grahya 
and Grahaka ; in this there is no division of T and ‘mine’.” But 
if the true seekers discern the subtle teaching of Shri Gaudapada 
here in this Karika to the effect that - “Chitta is always Nirvishaya 
and hence it is Asanga” - then it becomes clear to them that this 
is not what the Buddhists refer to as Vijnana. For, Buddhists do 
not accept the teaching that - “Because Vijnana is always 
Nirvishaya, it is Asanga.” On the other hand, they affirm that - 
“Vijnana transforms itself by itself into the form or shape of 
Vishaya ; if it gives up its impurity of Grahya-Grahaka, then it 
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attains Nirvana (Beatitude).” Apart from this, because what was 
stated in the previous Advaita Prakarana as Aja-Advaya- 
Brahmavada in the manner - “This is Advaitavada which refutes 
the birth of Dvaita itself’ - by saying - ‘No Jiva whosoever is 
bom’ - that very Aja-Advaya-Brahmavada alone has been reca¬ 
pitulated here too - Chitta alone subsists exclusively. Because this 
Prakarana is emphasizing the truth that - “Chitta is merely 
Chittadrik (mind as seer)” - also this teaching is contrary to 
Buddhists’ Vijnanavada. Hence, we should understand that this 
teaching - “Chitta, being Nirvishaya, is Nitya as also Asanga” 

- is not in the least convenient to the Buddhistic doctrine. 

22. THE INSTRUCTION ABOUT AJATI ALSO IS 
FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF SAMVRITI (EMPIRI¬ 
CAL TRANSACTIONS) ALONE 

Meaning : “That thing which exists due to Kalpitasamvriti 

- that thing does not exist in the Absolute sense. It may exist 
by virtue of Paratantrabhisamvriti (dependent upon a progres¬ 
sive, serial causation) ; but, in the Absolute sense, it does not 
exist at all.” 

SASTRAS ETC. AS ALSO THE OBJECTS MENTIONED 
IN PARASHASTRA (TEXTS OF OTHER PHILOSOPHIES) 

ARE NOT PARAMARTHA (ABSOLUTELY-REAL) 

(Doubt) : If you agree that because it is Nirvishaya, Chitta 
is Asanga, then Asahgatwa (non-attachment) itself does not get 
established, is it not so ? You have invariably acknowledged the 
distinctions with regard to various objects (Vishaya Vibhaga) like 

9 r 

Sastra, Shishya, Shasta (the preceptor who teaches the Sastra or 
science) etc. is it not so ? It is not possible to deny that those 

9 

distinctions do not exist ; for, if your Sastra too is said not to 
exist, then what it teaches - viz. Aja-Atmatattwa also - it amounts 
to saying - does not exist, is it not so ? It is not a desirable 
conclusion for you indeed. Apart from this, in this Prakarana, you 
have refuted the philosophical teachings of schools like Sankhya, 
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Vaisheshika, Boudha etc., haven’t you ? Now you have to accept 
that they too invariably exist. For, if it amounts to saying that 
there is no object which is to be refuted - then it is tantamount 
to saying that this refutation also does not exist. That too will 
not be desirable to you ; for, without refuting the rivals’ Sastras 
your own Siddhanta cannot possibly be sustained, is it not so ? 

(Solution) : This defect especially does not at all exist in 
our philosophy. For - (i) first of all, what you insist in saying 
that Sastra, Shishya etc. should necessarily exist - we have 
accepted that by virtue of Kalpitasamvriti (deliberately conceived 
empirical transactions). Because they are imagined by way of an 
Upaya (device) for teaching the Paramartha, all these ‘exist’ only 
from the Adhyaropa Drishti (viewpoint of deliberate superimpo¬ 
sition) but not from the Paramartha Drishti (viewpoint of the 
Absolute Reality). We have already stated in the Agama Prakarana 
that - “This tenet is taught only for the purpose of Upadesha 
(spiritual instruction), but if (the Paramartha) is cognized there 
does not exist this duality” - (Agama 1-18). Therefore, for that 
Vishaya that exists due to Samvriti alone - for the Chitta, which 
is Aja from the Paramarthika viewpoint, there does not accrue 
whatsoever any Savishayatwa (being associated with an object or 
having objectivity). 

(ii) Further, you had raised a doubt of the type - “Because 
you are refuting the objects which are established by the rivals’ 
Sastras, it amounts to your admitting that they exist ; from this, 

you doubted that Chitta becomes susceptible to Savishayatwa, is 

/ 

it not so ? For this, our solution is : In the opponents’ Sastras 
the objects or phenomena like Pradhana, Paramanu etc. which 
are acceptable to them exclusively are only existing due to 
Kalpitasamvriti - meaning, Avidyavyavahara Drishti - alone and 
not absolutely existing. In the same manner, what they have 
acknowledged as Satkaryavada, Asatkaryavada etc. - all such 
dogmatic theories - if observed, analysed properly from the 
Paramarthika viewpoint - do not exist at all, and hence from 
those objects, which are Avidyakalpita, for the Chitta no 
Savishayatwa whatsoever can attach itself. Because their doc¬ 
trines are also being refuted adopting a methodology accept¬ 
able to those opponents (disputants) alone, that excercise of 
refutation also is Samvritika (i.e. due to Avidyakalpita 
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Vyavahara) alone. By this no harm whatsoever is caused for 
the Paramartha. For killing a snake in the dream by a stick of 
the dream no Papa (sin or demerit) or Punya (merit) entails him 
in the waking, is it not so ? Therefore, what we said, viz. 
“Chitta, meaning Atmatattwa, is said to be always Asanga” - is 
quite reasonable indeed. 

3T3T: 4,(^ld«<lc4l I 

41 3^: IflWII 

Meaning : “What is said to be Aja is also from 

Kalpitasamvriti alone ; from the Paramartha Drishti Aja also 

does not exist. By virtue of or due to Parataatra Abhinishpatti 

(manifestation of dependence on another thing) He is bom 

from Samvriti alone.” 

• » 

EVEN THE CONCEPTION OF HIS BEING AJA IS ALSO FROM 

SAMVRITI ALONE 

• • 

(Doubt) : If Sastra etc. are also Avidyavyavahara alone, 
then it evolves that the conception of His being ‘Aja’ also is 
Avidyaka alone, is it not so ? What solution is there for this 
(anomaly) ? 

r 

(Solution) : True ; just like Sastra etc., we say from 
Kalpitasamvriti alone that He is ‘Aja’. 

Here, we should discern the division of Samvriti in this 
manner : ‘Samvriti’ means Avidyavyavahara, Just as in that 
Vyavahara also the division of ‘Satya’, ‘Anrita’ is familiar in our 
workaday transactions, in the same manner it has been accepted 
in our Sastra. The Sruti - “(Paramartha) Satya became both Satya 
and Anrita” - (Taittiriya 2-6) - is saying this. For that Sruti 
statement the implicit meaning is : Brahman alone which is 
Paramarthasatya assumed the two forms of the sea-shell which is 
Samvritikasatya and of the silver of the sea-shell which is 
Samvritikanrita. “That which gets established, determined by 
Pramana (valid means of proof) - that thing is Samvritisatya ; 
when a thing gets sublated, negated as we examine it by 
means of Pramanas that thing is Saipvrityanrita” - thus we 
should discern. Although Kalpitasamvriti also is Avidyakasamvriti 
alone, the preceptors have perforce to utilize this for the 
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purpose of teaching the Tattwa. But in this context what is a 
special feature is : ‘Lokasamvriti’ is brought about (conjured up) 
by Avidya ; because in our empirical transactions we have (quite 
naturally) assumed those things which are Mithyarupa (of the 
form of false appearance) to be Salya, for the common run of 
people the Samsara .Anartha (the calamity of transmigratory ex¬ 
istence) is caused from it ; on the other hand, in the case of 
Kalpitasamvriti because it is Vyavahara alone imagined (deliber¬ 
ately, knowingly) for the purpose of teaching the Tattwa to 
others, from it no harm whatsoever is caused to anyone whoso¬ 
ever. If those knowledgeable people who have cognized the 
reality of Akasha (empty space), even though they transact in the 
manner that - “Akasha is blue” - in reality the empty space is 
not in the least blue, is it not so ? Similarly, we say, from 
Kalpitasamvriti, that - “Atman is Aja” ; by this there is no harm, 
whatsoever caused at all to Atman. 

ATMAN IS SAID TO BE AJA WITH A VIEW TO NEGATING 

BIRTH ITSELF 

From the Paramartha Drishti, Atman is not Aja at all. We 
are saying that Atman is Aja only for the purpose of refuting the 
assumption in others’ Sastra that - ‘He is bom’, and not that it 
is our intended purport that in Atman in reality (in the Abso¬ 
lute sense) there exists a Dharma (quality or attribute) of 
Ajatwa (birthlessness) at all. In the Kalpanabhedas (various 
imaginations) of the type - ‘He is bom’, ‘He is dead’ etc. the 
Dharma of ‘Ajatwa’ of Atman is not really involved. Therefore, 
even the concept of ‘He is Aja’ is assumed or suggested (super¬ 
imposed) from Samvriti alone. If Jatatwa (being bom) is Samvriti, 
for the purpose of negating that what is conceived (as a counter) 
as Ajatwa (birthlessness) also is from Samvriti only, is it not so ? 
Because Pratiyogi (the opposite concept) of Jatatwa is Samvritika, 
relative to that the Kalpita Ajatwa also should necessarily be that 
much Avidyaka alone. This is the intended purport here. 

‘KALPITA’, ‘PARATANTRA’ ETC. ARE NOT 
BUDDHISTIC TECHNICAL TERMS 

Here in this context some people are deluded to think that 
in Shri Gaudapadacharya’s commentary the Buddhistic doctrines 
have got mixed up. Their doubt is : The Buddhistic surmise is 
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that objects have three kinds of natures like Kalpita, Paratantra 
and Parinishpanna. “From whichever kind of Vikalpa (concept) 
whichever kind of object is Kalpita (imagined) it is called 
‘Parikalpita’ - it is not something that is really existing ; by 
means of Pratyaya (a distinct percept) what is caused is a 
‘Paratantra Swabhava’ ; ‘Parinishpanna Swabhava’, means 
‘what was stated before not existing now’ (Trimshika 20-21). 
Vasubandhu (a Buddhist scholar) has given the following ex¬ 
amples for these terms : (1) On the strength of a Mantra (hymn) 
the form that is magically created - for example a Mayahasti 
(magical elephant) - is Kalpitaswabhava ; there the elephant’s 
form exists, but the elephant does not at all exist. That is called 
4 Parikalpita ’ ; (2) its shape is ‘ Paratantra 9 ; ( 3 ) there the elephant 
does not at all exist - this alone is ‘Parinishpanna Swabhava’ 
(Trimshika Vivarana 27-28). Although Grahya-Grahakatwa does 
not exist people imagine (misconceive) it to be existing and 
hence it is called ‘Parikalpita’ ; ‘ Paratantra 9 means ‘Because it 
is bom from Hetu-Pratyaya (a percept as cause) it is said to be 
‘Paratantra’ ; Paratantra is always non-existing and this alone 
is ‘ Parinishpanna 9 - this is the explanation they give. The Bud¬ 
dhists’ doctrine is : ‘Parinishpanna’ is the real Swabhava (es¬ 
sential nature) of a Vastu (entity) ; whereas Parikalpita, Paratantra 
- though both these are Asat alone, they do exist from the 
Vyavaharika Drishti and hence they are called 'Swabhava/ 

It being so, in the Karika sentence : “That which is existing 
due to Kalpitasamvriti” - that does not really (absolutely) exist ; 
“It may exist due to Paratantrabhisamvriti, but not Paramarthically 
(i.e. in the Absolute sense)” - how the Sougata Buddhists’ highly 
imaginary, misconceived ideas or theories of Parikalpita-Paratantra 
can possibly find a place or have any scope - we just cannot 
divine. Especially in the above Karika sentence the scope for, or 
relevance of, the three Swabhavas propounded by the Buddhists, 
viz. ‘Kalpita’, ‘Paratantra’ and ‘Parinishpanna’, is not at all there ; 
nor for them any illustrations have been given here by Shri 
Gaudapada. Apart from this, in this argument for the repeated 
usage of the expressions - “Kalpitasamvritya” (due to highly 
imagined Vyavaharika transactions), “Paratantrabhisamvritya” (the 
empirical dealings superimposed due to a percept as cause) in 
which the word ‘Samvriti’ is being repeated - there does not 
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appear to be any tangible purpose being served ; for, the Bud¬ 
dhists have accepted that whether it is ‘Kalpita’ or ‘Paratantra’, 
it is invariably Samvritika, meaning - Avidyaka (projected by, 
conjured up by Avidya, ignorance) alone, is it not so ? On the 
other hand, according to the explanation given by Shri Sankara 
for this Karika, it is stated : “Sastra, Shishya etc. exist due to 
‘Kalpitasamvriti’ alone ; for, on the basis of the Nyaya (maxim) 
of Adhyaropa (Superimposition) and Apavada (Rescission) for the 
purpose of spiritual instruction alone these concepts, categories of 

f 

Sastra, Shishya etc. are deliberately conceived, is it not so ? In 
reality (considering from the Absolute viewpoint of the Ultimate, 

r 

Transcendent Reality) even Sastra etc. do not at all exist, and 
hence for the Chitta there is no object at all. This teaching gets 
evolved inviolably and irrefutably.” In the same, manner, alien 
concepts like ‘Pradhana’ (of the Sankhyans) and ‘Paramanu’ (of 
the Vaisheshikas) - which have been taken up for consideration 
only from the viewpoint of refutation - there is ‘existence’ from 
the ‘Paratantrabhinishpatti’ (advent or manifestation of depen¬ 
dence on another thing) only ; they are accepted here from the 
viewpoint of Samvriti (empirical transactions conjured up by 
Avidya) alone acceptable to the opponents’ Sastras. They have 
been refuted by means of Yuktis (logical devices) acceptable to 
the respective disputant (followers of various schools of philoso¬ 
phies or Darshanas which are predominantly logic-oriented and 
dogmatic or doctrinaire in approach) after confronting them with 
logical conclusions undesirable to their respective doctrines, but 
we have not at all accepted that they do really exist even while 
refuting them. In the same way, the commentary on the sentence 

- *3R: - also should be discerned. The refutation of 

‘Janma’ which the alien Darshanakaras have imagined (miscon¬ 
ceived) is invariably from the standpoint of Adhyaropita Vyavahara 
(superimposed empirical dealings) exclusively for the purpose of 
Tattwopadesha (teaching of the Ultimate, Absolute Reality) alone, 
but we have never at all accepted that ‘in the Absolute sense, 
Janma exists. In any case, thus only from Paratantrabhinishpatti 

- meaning, invariably assuming those doctrines which are estab- 

f 

lished in the opponents’ Sastras - it has been stated that - He 
is Aja" - and hence it should be discerned that this teaching can 
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be suitably applied to the teaching that - “He (Atman) is bom 

due to Samvriti alone.” 

• ■ 

Thre is also another textual variation like - 
- but that is not correct. Or, for that also somehow a meaning 
can be adduced. ‘Paratantra’ (dependent upon another), meaning, 
due to ‘Abhinishpatti’. By virtue of Janma it is ‘Paratantra’, 
meaning, under the control of another ; this is stated desiderating 
another ; this is said by assuming the Padartha (an object sig- 
nified by a word) that is established in another’s Sastra. There¬ 
fore, it may also be explained in the manner - “It is bom due 
to Samvriti”. Here “Samvriti” means ‘Avidyakavyavahara’ ; be¬ 
cause this Samvriti conceals Paraniartha, it is given this name. In 
any case, thus everything becomes r econciled. 

23. THE FRUIT OF PARAMARTHA JNANA 

cT3T=Tf^SIcr I 
^ IIV9MI 

Meaning : “There exists Abhinivesha (staunch affinity 
to, identification with) in what is non-existent, but therein no 
Dvaita exists ; only if it is cognized that there is no Dvaita, 
it evolves that it is not bom because there is no cause.” 

BY THE KNOWLEDGE OF NON-EXISTENCE OF DUALITY THE 
PARAMAPURUSHARTHA (ULTIMATE, SUPREME GOAL OF 

HUMAN EXISTENCE) ACCRUES 

Observed from the Absolute point of view, because Visbaya 
(an object) does not exist whatsoever there is ‘Abhutabhinivesha’, 
meaning : Though there is no duality existing, there is a persis¬ 
tent identification or belief that it exists. In that Advaitatman 
duality, especially, does not exist whatsoever. Just as in phenom¬ 
ena like Svapna (dream), Maya (magical show), Gandharvanagara 
(celestial city) etc. there exists mere appearance - and if properly 
observed, no substance really exists - in the same way, here aiso 
when we cognize Aja-Advaya-Tattwa the duality is sublated. 
Because thus for birth Mithyabhinivesha (vain, false identification 
or affinity) alone is the cause, merely by cognizing the truth that 
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the non-existence of duality does not exist one is not bom at all. 
For this conclusion the Sruti : “Being Brahman in the beginning 
itself, he reaches (merges in) Brahman” - (Bri. 4-4-6) - is the 
authoritative source. 

cRR fad 4><ri IIVS^II 

Meaning : “When the Hetus (causes) like Uttama (su¬ 
perior, best), Adhama (lowest, inferior), Madhyama (middle- 
grade) are not existing, then Chitta is not bom ; when there 
is no cause how at all can Phala (the effect) arise ?” 

IF THERE IS NO STAUNCH IDENTIFICATION, DHARMA AND 

ADHARMA DO NOT EXIST ; JANMA ALSO DOES NOT EXIST 

The Varna-Ashrama Karmas, if performed without any de¬ 
sires but along or associated with Upasanas (meditations), are 
responsible for Devatwaprapti (attainment of divinity) and hence 
those Karmas are cailed ‘Uttamahetus’ (superior causes) ; even 
if they are performed without Upasanas, merely by means of 
Varna-Ashrama Karmas. fruits like Svargaprapti (attainment of 
heaven) accrue ; “After the enjoyment of the Phala (fruit),” - it 
is mentioned in the Smriti - “the practitioners acquire a Janma 
endowed with an excellent region or country, community or 
caste, race, religion, longevity, intelligence, behaviour, wealth, 
happiness, discriminative power.” Those Karmas which help acquire 
the lives of mute creatures are ‘Adhamahetus’. Dharmas (merits, 
righteous Karmas) mixed with Adharmas are ‘Madhyamahetus’ 
responsible for Manushyatwa (human birth). By virtue of the 
differences in Dhanna and Adharma the various types of Janmas 
are obtained - this system is described in Manu Smriti and such 
other Smritis. All these three kinds of Hetus (causes) do not at 
all affect or arise in that person who has cognized Brahman who 
is beyond all Kalpanas and who is Akartru (non-doer, i.e. devoid 
of Kartrutwa, Bhoktrutwa projected by Avidya) ; although for 
people who are devoid of discrimination it appears as though the 
sky or empty space is polluted by impurities, one who is a 
Vivekin that pollution is not visible at all, is it not so ? We 
should discern it here in the same manner. 
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Thus when the Hetus are not bom at all, then Chitta is not 
bom at all ; to wit, Atman with the Chitta as an adjunct does 
not acquire the Janmas with the body, the senses etc. - this is 
the implied meaning here. For, there is no possibility of a Janma 
being acquired either by a mere Chitta or mere Atman devoid of 
any adjunct whatsoever. We have already stated in the Advaita 
Prakarana that - “By virtue of an association with a Kalpita 
(misconceived, superimposed), Upadhi (adjunct, attribute) alone 
Janma etc. are being caused.” 

The reason for our statement - “When there are no Hetus, 
one is not bom” - is : Without there being any Hetu, the Phala 
cannot come into being in any manner ; there is no scope 
whatsoever for the fruit called Janma to accrue. There is a Smriti 

also to this effect : ^ W JT: I 

l’• (Moksha Dharma 211-17), meaning - “Just 

as the seeds burnt in a fire do not sprout out, in the same way 
the Kleshas (miseries) which are burnt by Jnana do not once 
again taint or affect Atman.” 

f? livstell 

Meaning : “There is a teaching that - ‘A Chitta which 
is Animitta (devoid of a cause) is not bom’ - is it not so ? 
That is nothing but (the Anutpatti or non-birth) which is Sama 
(one and the same everywhere) and Advaya (non-dual) of a 
Chitta which, being Ajata (birthless), has become everything. 
For, it is verily Chittadrishya (object for the mind).” 

THE FRUIT OF JNANA IS ALWAYS IN ONE AND 

THE SAME FORM 

What kind of Anutpatti (non-birth) is it of the Chitta which 
we have described as - “When the causes like Dharma (merit) 
and Adharma (demerit) become extinct, the Chitta is not bom” 

- ? Is it that now the birth being real, after the Jnana accrues 
it becomes extinct ? It is not so. What we said previously that 

- “After one cognizes or Intuits the Paramartha, any Nimitta 
whatsoever of the form of Dharma and Adharma becomes extinct 
and thereby there is no Utpatti (birth)” - that (Paramartha) is not 
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a new one at all ; on the contrary, the Paramartha, ever, in all 
states of existence, remains, subsists in one and the same state, 
meaning, Nirvishesha (devoid of any special features whatsoever) 
nature. For, a Tattwa which is ever Sama and Advaya there 
cannot possibly exist variations like being Mukta and not being 
Mulcta, is it not so ? The Anutpatti of the Advaya Chitta which 
has become everything, without being bom, is verily its Swabhava 
even before the cognition of the Tattwa indeed ; for, both these 
phenomena - i.e. the Nimitta (Hetu) of the forms of Dharma and 
Adharma and the Janma which is the Phala - are verily 
Chittadrishya (objects of mind only). Hence even then it is Asat 
alone. We should here resort to that verv Yukti which is 
mentioned in the Karikas - “The Chittadrishya is not bom” - 
( 4 - 28 ) ; “Chittadrishya is Avastu (non-substantial)” - ( 4 - 33 ). 
Therefore, merely because of Abhinivesha (vain or false affinity 
or clinging on to a belief) due to which we have assumed a 
thing, which really does not exist, to exist - it is not at all 
possible to imagine either that - “Due to Dvaita which is the 
Nimitta, Paramartha is Asarva (not everything)” - or that - 
“Paramaitha is of a Swabhava (nature) of being bom with a 
Janma which is a resultant effect.” 

If it is not so, it amounts to imagining that - “Jnana 
removes something which exists, as also brings into being some¬ 
thing that does not exist” - quite contrary to universal experience. 
Therefore, the correct understanding is : There is no Ajiiana 
that is not capable of being Nivritta (removed), there is no 
Jnana which is not born.” 

•tlcisii* WR 3 & ii'sdii 

Meaning : “If one cognizes the truth that being without 
any cause is itself the Reality, he attains a place, state which 
does not accept (desiderate) any cause which is extraneous, 
which is devoid of Shoka (misery, grief), desire and which is 
Abhaya (fearless).” 

BY PARAMARTHA JNANA HETU (DEALINGS OF DHARMA AND 
ADHARMA RESPONSIBLE FOR JANMA) BECOMES EXTINCT 

Because the Dvaita which is the cause for oirth - which is 
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explained by means of a Yukti in the manner - “All this is verily 
Chittaspandita (vibrations of the mind) ; Chitta is verily Nirvishaya ; 
it is verily Advaya” - does not exist at all, - if one cognizes the 
truth that - and does not see (entertain) the motive for Devadiprapti 
(attainment of the position of a deity) which is of the form, 
nature of Dharma (merit) and Adharma (demerit) - then true 
seeker realizes that - “only if there is Dvaita the Abbimana 
(pride, identification) of the type of believing in the existence of 
Hetu (cause) and Phala (effect), exists and for the attainment of 
the Phala one perforce accepts the Hetu ? Because one has 
cognized, realized the Paramartha, Dvaita itself is not there and 
then how at all can there be any scope for accepting Hetu ? 
Therefore, if one does not accept Hetu, meaning - if he gives up, 
renounces the three types of desires, aspirations like Putraishana 
(desire to have progeny), Vittaishana (desire to possess, amass 
wealth), Lokaishana (desire to attain supreme worlds of higher 
beings, fame, name in the world etc.) - he attains, reaches a state, 
position which is devoid of Shoka (grief), desire and fear - 
meaning devoid of Avidya - i.e. he will never be bom again.” 
This is the (order of reasoning) implied here. 

r 

For this conclusion the following Sruti sentences are the 
authoritative sources : meaning - “There what 

attachment (can there be) ? What grief (can there be) ?” ^ 

meaning - “When (he) sees the 

Isa (Lord) who is of queer nature, then he cognizes the truth that 
- ‘All this is verily His greatness, excellence indeed’ - and 

becomes rid of Shoka” ; I 

nfq<ri)qfa - (Mundaka 3-2-2), meaning - “He is being 

bom here and there due to desires ; but for one who has attained 
totally all the desires and has become Kritatma (one who has 

attained the Self), here itself all desires become extinct” ; Hr % 

^ (Bri. 4-4-25), - meaning - “One who cognizes in 

this manner, He verily becomes one with Abhaya (fearless) Brah¬ 
man. ” 


deleft I 

q«q^iq¥3<^q fqfaqcfcl livs^il 
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Meaning : “Due to Abhinivesha for Abhuta (a non¬ 
existent thing) he engages himself is something which is equal 
to that. Once he realizes, cognizes that there is no real entity, 
he becomes Nissanga (detached) and recedes from it.” 

FOR ACCEPTING DHARMA ETC. AJNANA 
ALONE IS THE ROOT CAUSE 

How can it be said that - “Merely by cognizing affinity he 
will not (in this manner) accept the Hetus” - ? To this, our 
answer is : “For, since there exists invariably an Abhinivesha 
(innate to the belief) that - ‘The non-existent thing is existing’ 

- Chitta gets prompted to indulge in something which is analo¬ 
gous, similar to itself.” The manner in which the Chitta engages 
itself in its transactions is : “This thing exists ; by accepting this 
cause this thing should be acquired ; by accepting this cause this 
thing should be got rid of” - is it not so ? Therefore, merely 
by cognizing that there is no Vastu existing, that Chitta becomes 
Nissanga (detached) and recedes, and once again it does not 
accept any cause or motive. 

REALLY SPEAKING, CHITTA’S PRAVRITTI AND NIVRITTI 
ETC. ARE ABHUTA ABHINIVESHA ALONE 

Here if we consider only the literal meaning of the verse, 
it means only this much : “Due to the Abhinivesha of the type 

- ‘Though there is no Vastu, it is there’ - the Chitta is prompted 
to act ; merely on cognizing the truth that - ‘The Vastu does not 
exist’ - it recedes.” We should determine, decide that - “Even 
so, “Though there does not exist any Vastu externally, there 
invariably occurs an Abhinivesha of the type - ‘The Vastu is 
there’ - alone; in the same way, ‘This is good ; this is bad ; this 
is desirable, this is undesirable’ - we have such a staunch belief 
; then, feeling that ‘I am having attachment or hatred towards it, 
and in order to obtain or get rid of it I have Sankalpa (wish, 
volition) and Pvavritti - all these are verily Abhinivesha that we 
entertain. In the same way we should also determine that a 
belief like - “With a conviction that - ‘The Vastu does not exist’ 

- I should give up the Adhyasa (misconception) of the type - 
‘This is good, this is bad’ - and then recede from such a 
transaction” - also is verily Abhinivesha. If it is so, then only 
there will be agreement, reconciliation between the sentence - 
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“The Anutpatti of the Chitta is Sama, Advaya” - (4-77) and this 
present sentence. In the same way, among the verses prior to or 
posterior to this verse, in their respective contexts we should see 
that they are all reconciled and discern that everything is 
Abhinivesha alone. We should also understand that the statements 
like - “He attains to an Abhayapada (a position or state of 
fearlessness)” - (4-77) ; “Then a Nishchala (unshakeable) Sthiti 
(state) accrues” - (4-80) - are also made only from Kalpita- 
samvriti standpoint alone. 

iHWdlfiF'cRTfwfcT: I 

Meaning : “Then the condition or state of the Chitta 
which has receded but which does not proceed forward is 
verily Nishchala (motionless, still). This is an object for the 
Jnanis, it is Samya (of one and the same nature), Aja, Advaya, 

WHEN THE CHITTA BECOMES NIHSANGA (DETACHED) 

IT IS VERILY SAMA, AJA, ADVAYA ATMAN 

In any case, in this manner with the cognition that - ‘There 
is no Vastu’ - it recedes and without engaging itself in another 
object which is similar to it, it rests - for such a Chitta , its state 
then is Nishchala (still). Because it has become quite certain that 
at the time or moment of Jnana this Chitta remains or stays put 
perennially introverted (Uparata), it has attained a resolute, stead¬ 
fast or distinct state, which is devoid of any kind of motion, 
vibration whatsoever and which is verily Brahman - that is of 
Nityachalaswabhava (eternally motionless essential nature). This 
Chittasthiti (state of mind), which is verily of Brahmaswarupa, 
Advaya Chaitanyamatra (non-dual Pure or Absolute Conscious¬ 
ness), exists only in the Intuitive Experience of Paramarthadarshis 
(Self-realized souls, Jnanis) ; this cannot possibly be known by 
the Ajnas (ignorant people) who have Abhinivesha (a staunch 
clinging or affinity) for Mithyavastu (unreal, false appearances of 
material objects) ; what is appearing to their Chitta is Samvritika, 
meaning - projected by Avidya ; it is Sadvitiya (associated with 
duality) ; when its parts or components become uneven or 
imbalanced it is bom, moves and then gets destroyed. But this 
truth is known only to Jnanis ; therefore, since by its very 
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essential nature it is Niravayava (partless) it is Samya (the same 
everywhere), the components do not get split up and are not 
bom, it is Nirvishesha (devoid of any special attributes) ; it is 

also Advaya (non-dual). This alone was mentioned as - 

- (3-38) in the previous Chapter. There it was stated 

that W - (3-40), meaning - “Then it became Brahman” 

- is it not so ? Because it was a fruit accruing from Manonigraha, 
it was stated like that ; but here the special feature is : That very 
same thing has been mentioned as a fruit of Jnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge of the Self) which is devoid of duality - that is all. 

Here by the expression - ¥ % 3 * 1 - 11 * 1 ,’ - (It is an object 

for the Buddhas or Jnanis) - it is neither indicated here about a 
particular Samadhi (trance) nor the meaning that - ‘For those who 
are not Jnanis to attain that Samadhi it is very difficult’ ; on the 
contrary, it is affirmed that although this state which is Aja, 
Advaya is Nityasiddha (eternally established and available), it can 
be known (Intuited) by that Experience (Anubhava) alone which 
Jnanis have attained ; for, Ajnana (ignorance, lack of knowledge) 
alone is the hurdle or concealing cover (impediment) for it. That 
is all. 

THIRl 'mPd 


Meaning : “It is devoid of birth, of sleep, of dream, self- 
illumning. This Dharma (Entity) is by its very essential nature 
shining (illumining) incessantly.” 

ATMAN WHO IS APPEARING TO JNANIS’ ANUBHAVA 
IS OF KUTASTHA (ABSOLUTELY IMMUTABLE), CHINMATRA 
(PURE CONSCIOUSNESS), PRAKASHASWARUPA 
(ESSENTIAL NATURE OF BRILLIANCE) 

The special attribute of has been used in the 

Agama Prakarana (1-16) and in the Advaita Prakarana (3-36). 
Because It is without Agrahana (not having comprehension), 
Anyathagrahana (misconception) - it is that which is devoid of 
mutations like Janma etc. - this is the implied meaning here. 
Because It is verily a mass, lump of Pure Consciousness 
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“Swayamprabhata.” (By Itself It is shining, It is self-effulgent). 
It need not be illumined by another. This aspect itself has been 

described in the Advaita Prakarana as - (3-33). This 

Dharma (Entity, Reality) called Atman is “Sakridvibhata”, 
meaning - an eternally illumining, shining entity - to wit, by 
virtue of Dhatuswabhava (Its very core of Being) It is 
Chidaikaprakasharupa (of the very essence of non-dual Light of 
Pure Consciousness). By virtue of Dhatuswabhava means - by 
virtue of Vastuswabhava (essential nature of Being, the Ultimate 

Reality) alone. The Sruti states that : ^ qftdK'h I ^TT 

f^t trifir i ^ ^ chpt w f^nfir n’ 

- (Mundaka 2-2-10), meaning - “There even the sun does not 
shine, the moon or the stars do not shine ; these lightnings also 
cannot shine, then where is the question of this fire shining ? 
When He is shining all these are following Him and are shining, 
indeed ; by means of His Light alone all this is shining.” 

COMMENTARY ON A VARIANT TEXT 

There is also a variant text like - . In that 

context too it means : The Swatantravastu (independent Entity) 
of the essential nature of Paramatman or Supreme Self by virtue 
of Its very core of Being is eternally shining and hence It is 
‘ Swayamprabhata \ That which was, due to Samvriti, not shining 
in the beginning, by virtue of Jnana It is ‘shining’ - for this 
empirical transaction ‘It’ becomes an object ; but observed from 
the Paramartha Drishti - since It is ever shining, It is by Itself 
shining - this truth is cognized by the Jnanis. This is the implied 
meaning here. In the Advaita Prakarana also it was mentioned : 

I TTfjffPTIcf (3-36) - in order to sig¬ 
nify the teaching that - “By means of Atmasatyanubodha (Spiri¬ 
tual instruction about the Self as the Absolute Reality) when one 
cognizes (the Atmaswarupa), there does not remain anything else 
to be done with regard to that Brahman Knowledge” but here it 
is stated that - “After having cognized the Truth there does not 
exist anything second to It, that Chitta which has receded (i.e. 
has become introverted and quiescent) - its Brahmisthiti (state of 
total merger, rather becoming one with the Ultimate non-dual 
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Reality of Brahman-Atman) is Sway&mprabhata (self-effulgent) ; 
for Its illumining It does not desiderate anything else at all” - 
This much alone is the difference between these two variant 
texts. 

Here in this context - a modern scholar, Professor 
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has imagined that - “Although Shri 
Gaudapadacharya has used here the term ‘Dharmadhatu’ which 
is in vogue in Buddhistic literature, because he was not familiar 
with the Buddhistic philosophy (doctrines) he has imagined two 

variant expressions like and W'tWdP. But 

in none of the hand-written manuscripts this latter variant text 
(i.e. Dharmo Dhatuhu Swabhavataha) is to be seen ; in case even 
if we assume that in some hand-written manuscript it does exist 
- in that event also, we can conceive of a suitable interpretation 
in the manner - ‘Because this Paramartharupa Dharmadhatu, 
meaning - the Vastu or Reality which is the substrate for every¬ 
thing, of the essential nature of Paramartha (Ultimate, Absolute 
Reality) - by Its very core of Being is Nityaprakasha (eternally 
self-effulgent), for It there is no need whatsoever of a Light 
which accrues from Chittasamadhana (quiescence, equanimity of 
the mind) etc. ; for, It is Advaya’.” 

The word ‘Dhatu’ being used in this sense or with this 
connotation is to be seen in the Sutra Bhashya also. For instance, 

look at this sentence : <£dwfHc4l TIPFJT 

- (Sutra Bh. 1-3-19), mean¬ 
ing - “One and the same Parameshwara alone who is Vijnanadhatu 
(the very core of Being of Pure Consciousness) and Kutasthanitya 
(eternally Absolutely immutable), due to Avidya - just as by 
virtue of Maya there exists the Mayavi - appears to the common 
people in various forms ; there is no other Vijnanadhatu.” It has 
already been stated that - “Both Chitta and Chetya - because they 
are devoid of any special signs or symbols - do not exist 
whatsoever” - (4-67) - is it not so ? Therefore, since this 
Dharmadhatu is Advaya as also by Its very essence of Being - 
Nityaprakasha - It is Swayamprabhata ; that is all, but this 
‘Dharmadhatu’ is never illumined by any other entity. This is the 
implied meaning. 
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Here in this context ‘Dharma’ means Paramatman alone. In 

the Sruti - *3tpf:’ (Kathopanishad 1-1-21) this word is seen 

being used in the sense of ‘Paramatman’. The reason for giving 
Him this name-of ‘Dhatu’ is : Being the substrate for all Vikalpas 
(of the mind) this Paramatmatattwa ‘wears’ (Dharanat) them. Just 
like the Mulabhutadhatuvastus (primordial elements as the basic 
entities), because It has assumed Its uncommon or unusual form 
also, It has been given this name. Here ‘Dharmadhatu’ can never 
even possibly be suspected to mean ‘ Shunya 1 (essencelessness) - 
which the Buddhists, who are outside the purview of the Vedas, 
have assumed. For, with that meaning the Karika’s purport does 
not become suitable, agreeable at all. The Buddhists’ doctrine is : 

“OTcfT ^r^irnr^: (WTT*fa>:) I TTCfaT: ■^ToFTT: '^RRfs II - 

(Madhyantavibhaga Sutra 1-15) ; I 

ipfcwft W II* - (Ma. Vi. Sutra 1-15, 16) - 

[Prof. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya has quoted these two verses 
culling them from “Madhyantavibhaga Sutra”, of Maitreyanatha, 
in his book ‘Agamashastra*. In the first verse the synonyms of 
‘Shunyata’ are found ; in the second the meaning of introspection 
those words is to be found]. The implicit meaning of these verses 
(which is their opinion) is : Beginning with Samyagdrishti up to 
Samyagvimukti jnana (the subtle knowledge of Liberation) what¬ 
ever the Aryadharmas are there - for all of them since it is the 
cause, ‘Shunyata’ alone is the ‘Dharmadhatu’ for them. 

But neither the topic of those Dharmas nor their Hetu 
(cause) is to be found here. Especially the qualifying attribute of 

can never be suitable for ‘Shunyatwa’. Because 
the common people, who are seeing a dream due to Anadimaya, 
have an Abhinivesha towards Dharmas viz. ‘Chittadrishya’ due to 
Samvriti - they experience Nidrasvapna like, ‘Agrahana’, 
‘Anyathagrahana’ ; but when these (ignorant) common people 
acquire the ‘waking’ of the nature of Jnana of the type - “We 
are really Aja-Advaya-Atmans only” - then invariably the Intui¬ 
tive Knowledge of the type - “That Paramatman who is Anidra, 
Asvapna, Sakridvibhata is Himself our Atman” - accrues ; 
‘Paramatmarupa will shine by Itself as their Atman’ - in this 
interpretation the qualifying attribute of ‘ Ajamanidramasvapnam 9 
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is rendered quite suitable. Therefore, here there is no scope 
whatsoever for the Buddhistic doctrine to be introduced or inter¬ 
polated. Our explanation alone is the one which is a suitable 
commentary for the topic under discussion and deliberation. 

24. THE TATTWA WHICH IS AJA-ADVAYA IS 
CONCEALED BY MITHYAGRAHANA 
(MISCONCEPTION) 

^rHifsna ffs fafspni i 

^ I Id? 11 

Meaning : “By assuming any particular Dharma (special 
attribute) this Bhagavanta gets always hidden very easily ; and 
always He gets manifested with difficulty.” 

ALTHOUGH ATMAN IS NITYAPRAKASHARUPA, HE IS ONE 
HAVING THE COVER OF MISCONCEPTION 

Even after affirming in this manner, if the question is raised 
as to - ‘How come this Paramartha Tattwa of Nityashuddhabuddha- 
muktaswabhava is not known by the common ran of people ?’ 
- the answer is : Because of comprehending, grasping - meaning, 
because of Abhimana (the pride or identification with) the belief 
that ‘we are grasping’ ; to wit, because of Mithya Abhinivesha 
(vain, false sense of affinity, clinging on to a preconceived 
notion). ‘Mithyagrahana’ means ‘not really comprehending’ ; 
‘Mithya Kopa’ - means ‘enacted (false) anger or dramatic acting 
as if angry’ alone, is it not so ? In the same way, due to 
Mithyagrahana - meaning, due to the false notion or misconcep¬ 
tion that we are comprehending, knowing something - alone this 
Bhagavanta, meaning the Divine Being who is Nityaswatantra 
(eternally independent) and Advaya, though He is Nityaniravarana 
Jnanaswarupa (eternally devoid of being concealed and of the 
very essence of Intuitive Knowledge), easily without any strain 
gets hidden. Just as the sun is ‘covered up’ by a cloud, He is 
‘concealed’ by the cover of misconception. Seeing duality is the 
only cover for Atman who is Bhagavanta ; no other real 
cover is needed ; and He manifests Himself with Duhkiia (grief 
or difficulty). Although He is verily of the essential nature of 
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eternal manifestation due to the Abhinivesha of the type of 

- “We are comprehending a Mithyavastu” - there has been 
an apparent impediment for His brilliance, effulgence as Pure 
Consciousness. Just as for a person who has turned or directed 
his attention towards another direction or region, though a golden 
necklace worn around his neck is shining, it is not perceptible 

- in the same way, although the Tattwa is Swayamprakashaswarupa, 
for the extroverted (Bahirmukhachitta) people it is very difficult 
to cognize or Intuit and hence it is stated here - “Always with 
Duhkha It gets manifested”. For this reason, although both the 
Upanishads and the Acharya (preceptor) are teaching with 

the aid of various methodologies and pedagogic devices, for 

/* 

the Ajiias it is not possible to cognize Him. The Sruti states 

this : ^ 1 I ^1^41 cTOT’ - 

(Kathopanishad 1-2-7), meaning - ‘Although many people listen 
to this Atman’s Swarupa, they are not able to cognize It ; one 
who preaches is of a wonderful nature ; one who obtains or 
secures Him is a wiseman.” 

HERE BHAGAVAN MEANS ATMAN ALONE 

“In this Prakarana the deliberation on ‘Dharmadhatu’ is 
taken up ; Shunyata alone which is Dharmadhatu has been called 
‘Bhagavan’ here” - thus some present-day research scholars have 
opined. It is their belief that previously from Verse 4-80 to 4- 
84 because there was discussion about the state of the Chitta 
alone, here there is no scope for Atmavichara at all. But the 
purport of the Prakarana is to refute the doctrine of the 
Vijnanavadin alone, in the manner - “Chitta is not bom, nor is 
the Chittadrishya bom.” Apart from this, here in this context the 
teaching that - ‘Both these are not bom’ - alone is not relevant ; 
on the contrary, what is really, more importantly relevant is : 
‘Just as Chittadrishya is not separate from Chitta, in the same 
way apart from Atman, who is Chidrupa, Chitta does not exist.’ 
Therefore, in the Prakarana wherein it is taught that - “Aja- 
Anidra-Asvapna Advaita Atman alone is Paramartha” - how at 
all can there be *any scope for Shunya ? - This question these 
research scholars alone have to answer. If one keeps in mind the 
fact that - “In order to demonstrate the truth that Atman alone 
is Aja - a proper Yukti has been utilized in this Ajati Prakarana” 
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- then the truth Here in this context, there is no relevance of 
Shunyavada of Buddhism - will become very clear. 

«nfrRI: Ik^ll 

Meaning : “He exists, does not exist, though existing 
does not exist - in this manner, never at all He exists ; 
moving, steady, both and non-existent - by these one, who 
is childish, is incessantly covering Him up.” 

THE VARIOUS WAYS IN WHICH THE EXAMINERS OR 

OBSERVERS MISCONCEIVE 

Because they are endowed with subtle observations, even 
the ‘knowledges’ of those who are famous as scholars are ren¬ 
dered to be verily ‘covers’ for Bhagavanta ; it being so, where 
is the question of mentioning about the knowledges of foolish 
people who are highly materialistic ? - This topic has been 
proved here in this verse. 

Some people have believed, with regard to Atman, that He 
is Sattayukta Asti (He exists), meaning - He is (associated with 
existence) ; He does not exist - thus the Kshanikavadins among 
the Buddhists, as also the Lokayatikas, meaning - Charvakas 
(materialists) have believed ; the Ardhavainashika (half Nihilists) 
Digambaras (among the Jains) have believed that the Tattwa 
may be existing (Syadasti) or may not also be existing (Syannasti) 
in Sadasat form. The Buddhistic Shunyavadins believes that the 
Tattwa does not at all exist ; being devoid of both the opposite 
categories of Astitw r a and Nastitwa, It is Nihswabhava (essenceless), 
Nirupakhya (indefinable). 

Here Asti (exists) - this form is Chala ; for, it belongs to 
Anityavastus (non-etemal objects) like an earthen pot etc. Nasti 
(not existing) - this form is Sthira ; for, it has never any special 
attribute or feature whatsoever. Asti Nasti (though existing, non¬ 
existent) - this form is ChalasthirarOpa ; Nastinasti (never ex¬ 
isting) - is especially Atyantabhava. For, in it Astitwa etc. - no 
such categories whatsoever ever exist. 

Because due to the Abhinivesha alone of the non-existing 
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concepts like Asti etc. of the forms of Chala etc. are appear¬ 
ing in the Bhagavatswarupa, devoid of any special character¬ 
istics whatsoever, all these people like Sadvadi etc. are inces¬ 
santly covering up Bhagavanta due to their Mithyagrahana 
(misconceptions) - meaning, they staunchly believe that the 
Bhagavattattwa is concealed alone. This is the implied purport 
here. For, although the sun is Nityaprakasha Swarupa alone, the 
foolish ignorant people think that the clouds - which are being 
seen with the help of his rays alone - cover up the sun ; in the 
same way, these disputants too are trying to cover up Bhagavanta 
with their own Mithyagrahana of the type of Asti, Nasti etc. ; 
but this Bhagavanta - in the Absolute sense - is verily of 
Chaitanyasvabhava which is eternally shining (manifested) ; 
by means of His brilliance (Pure Consciousness) He is illumin¬ 
ing everything ; all concepts too are being illumined and 
manifested by His Chaitanyaprakasha alone. Even so, the non¬ 
discriminating people are carrying on their disputes as if to 
conceal Him by means of their respective beliefs, concepts. 
Although these disputants have reckoned themselves to be Panditas 
(scholars) and though some of their followers too are believing 
so, because they have not cognized the Paramartha, they are just 
like children - ignorant of the Truth indeed. 

THE ASTITWAVADA (THEORY OF EXISTENCE) THAT IS 

FOUND IN THE SRUTI IS KALPITASAMVRITI 

• * 

(Doubt) : In the Sruti - - (One should 

reckon that He exists alone) - also, Astitw'a (concept of existence) 
alone is taught, is it not so ? It being so, is it proper to have 
ridiculed the Astitwavadins calling them ‘childish’ ? 

f 

(Solution) : This is not at all wrong. For, the Sruti has no 
prime purport in instructing Astitwa (empirical existence). For the 
purpose of cognizing the truth that - “The Tattwa is devoid of 
any special characteristics” - using as a device this Astitwa as 
an Adhyaropa (superimposition) - this instruction is imparted. 
Because of the facts that : (a) all through the people’s intellect 
(sense of awareness) is associated with the sense of the type - 
‘It exists’ - with regard to the Karya (effect, object) of the 
external world ; (b) even if the Karya of the world gets ‘merged’ 
(Laya), it culminates in the sense of - “It exists” - alone ; (c) 
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even the Buddhi (intellect) which cognizes that the object does 
not ‘exist’ is itself invariably associated with the Pratyaya (con¬ 
cept of certainty) and gets merged - the Sruti in order to refute 
or negate the ‘Asadvada’ (theory or concept of non-existence) 
instructs in the manner - “One should cognize, reckon (this 
Atman) to exist alone.” But here too it is not the ultimate 

r 

intention of the Sruti to indicate that - “Astibhava (concept of 
existence) itself is the Tattwa (Ultimate, Absolute Reality)” - at 
all. When the Sruti teaches the Tattwa devoid of any Upadhis 
(adjuncts) whatsoever, it instructs only by negating all special 
characteristics in the manner - ‘Not this, not that’. Therefore, 

r 

in the Sruti quoted by the opponent who has raised the doubt, 
it is also stated that : TOfcfir’ - (After 

cognizing It to be existing, the Tattwabhava or the object of the 
Ultimate Reality will become (Prasanna) revealed or manifest”. 
Therefore, there is no contradiction whatsoever in the instruction 
of the Sruti. 

Hence, what we stated that - ‘Even those disputants who 
have become known to be erudite, great scholars are verily 
childish in this regard’ - is correct indeed. Thus when it is said 
that even for examiners (or researchers) there is Mithyadrishti 
(false viewpoint), what is there to be gainsaid about extroverted 
people who are by their very nature foolish, pue r ile ? 

ONLY FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF LOKASAMVRITI 
(UNIVERSAL EMPIRICAL DEALINGS DUE TO 
MISCONCEPTION) ASTITWA ETC. ARE AVARANA 

Here there lurks a secret to be discerned : ‘Samvriti’ is of 

• • 

two kinds viz. Lckasamvriti and Kalpitasamvriti. Between these 
two, because Lokasamvriti is caused by misconception alone, 
wherever concepts like Astitwa, Nastitwa etc. are believed to be 
real - in all such cases it amounts to our having invariably 
concealed the essential nature of Bhagavanta. On the contrary, 
in the case of Kalpitasamvriti, because the knowledgeable tra¬ 
ditional preceptors have, for the purpose of teaching the Tattwa 
(Absolute Reality), following the Adhyardpa-Apavada-Nyaya 
(maxim of deliberate superimposition and rescission), assumed 
tentatively certain special attributes or features for Atman - by 
this superimposition really no Avarana whatsoever ensues. Even 
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when they assert that - “Atman exists” - in their mind, in the 
real sense, the misconception of the type - “In Him there exists 
a quality or special attribute of ‘existence’ or ‘being’ - is 
not engendered, and hence there is no defect tainting their 
Antahkarana (mind) at all. When observed from this viewpoint 

- even when the Sruti teaches in the manner - “One should 
cognize that Atman exists only” - it is an empirical transaction 
carried out due to ‘Kalpitasamvriti 9 (deliberate superimposition) 
with the intention of turning, inducing the intellect (discriminative 
faculty) of the Jijiiasus towards the Tattwa alone ; but not stated 
in order to establish the minds of Jijiiasus in Astitwa (the 
empirical concepts of existence etc.). For, if it is assumed that 

- “The ultimate purport of the Sruti in indicating, instructing that 
Atman is really an object for an intellect entertaining the sense 
or awareness of ‘existence’ ” - then what we stated in the 
beginning as a preamble with the aid of the Sruti in the manner 

- ^^ *TTOf - (Kathopanishad 2-3-12), meaning - “Stating by 
speech (or words) or imagined by the mind, He cannot possibly 

r 

be cognized” - will be rendered false. Apart from this, in Srutis 
like : - (Katha 1-2-14), meaning - “It is dif¬ 
ferent from Dharma, is different from Adlianna” ; - 

(Katha 1-3-25), meaning - “It is devoid of sound, touch, form, 
taste, smell” - thus all aspects of Avarana have been very 
clearly sublated, negated. Therefore, the Sruti saying - “He 
exists” - is not at all defective. In the same way, even if it is 
stated - with the intention or perfect understanding that 
everything (nay, all duality) is Kalpita (superimposed upon) 
in Atman - that “Bhagavanta is ‘Sarvarupa* - ” - there will 
not be any defect whatsoever tainting that teaching ; for, even 
stating in that manner is verily from the viewpoint of 

Kalpitasamvriti. In the Vishnupurana it is stated that - ^IcRft 

foura I TO: TT ^ qqftd 

TOfict ^ If - (Vishnupurana 2-12-38), meaning - “The 

brilliant bodies like stars etc. are verily Vishnu, big mansions are 
verily Vishnu, forests too are verily Vishnu, mountains, cardinal 
directions, too are verily Himself ; rivers, seas, all are Himself ; 
whatever things exist, whatever things do not exist - all those 
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are verily Himself, oh dear, great among Brahmins) !” - even 
this statement should be understood in the same manner. There¬ 
fore, what was said by us - “In various forms like Asti, Nasti 
etc. the Avivekin has concealed Atman” - is correct indeed. 

25. ATMAJNANI IS OMNISCIENT, ONE WHO HAS 
FULFILLED THE PRIME PURPORT OF LIFE 

114X11 

Meaning : “That Bhagavanta who, because He is com¬ 
prehending the four categories or. comers (of empiricism), is 
always covered up - one who has seen (cognized) such a 
Bhagavanta who is devoid of any taint of these categories is 
verily a Sarvadarshi (omni-perceiver).” 

PARAMATMAN IS DEVOID OF FOUR CATEGORIES OR 
CHATUSHKOTI (CORNERS) OF EMPIRICAL DEALINGS 
OF THE TYPE ASTI, NASTI ETC. 

In that case, how is this Paramarthatattwa (existing) ? Only 
if It is known, people are not called ‘Avivekins’ but are recog¬ 
nized as Jnanis, is it not so ? - if this question is raised, the 
answer is : 

Asti, Nasti, Asti-nasti, Nasti-nasti (He exists ; He does not 
exist ; though existing He does not exist ; He never exists at all) 

- in this maimer the various disputants have decided these four 
Kotis (categories) - is it not so ? By the comprehension (aware¬ 
ness) of these categories alone that Bhagavanta is always covered 
up. It has amounted to their misconceptions having apparently 
covered up that Bhagavanta. This ‘Avarana’ is confined to the 
respective disputant alone and it is not applicable to every¬ 
one. Therefore, in the Vaitathya Prakarana it was stated that 

- “That entity which the preceptor propounds (shows) - that 
entity alone the disciple comprehends (sees)” (2-29). These, in 
fact, do not taint or touch the Atmavastu at all ; meaning, by 
means of the cognition of these categories of Asti, Nasti etc. 
though Paramatman appears as if He is covered up by these 
empirical concepts, in reality they have not reached out to Him. 
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For this, the Sruti : % t?T ^1^1 apjsfr 1 ft TSRt’ - (Bri. 3-9- 
26), meaning - “That this alone is the Atman taught as Neti, Neti 
(Not this, not this) ; He is Agrahya (incomprehensible) ; for, He 
is not to be comprehended with any means whatsoever” - is the 
authoritative source. 

HERE ‘BHAGAVAN’ MEANS NIRVISHESHA ATMAN AL.ONE 

(Objection) : I 

- (Vishnupurana 3-5-79), meaning - “Barring those 

qualities which are to be discarded, die remaining qualities or 
excellences like Jnana, Bala, ?hakii, Aishwarya, Virya, Tejas etc. 
with all such Kalyanagimas (berign, beneficent qualities) He is 
endowed that Paramatman alone is fit to be called ‘Bhagavan’. 
Thus sages like Parashara etc. are saying. It being so, how can 
the assertion of Shri Sankara that - “Paramartha Tattwa alone 
which is devoid of all the attributes, categories like Asti, Nasti 
etc. is the meaning for that word 'Bhagavan' ” - be proper, 
justifiable ? 

(Solution) : There is no defect whatsoever in this. For, 
though Paramatman who is verily the Atman (i.e. the very sub¬ 
strate) for qualities like Jnana, Bala etc. is not the object for any 
Shabda (word) or Pratyaya (concept), in comparison with Jivas 
who are endowed with Ajnana (ignorance), Ashakti (powerless¬ 
ness) etc. He is stated - in Goonavritti (a secondary sense) - to 
be endowed with benign and beneficent qualities like Jnana, Bala, 
Shakti etc. Here even the difference of Guna (quality) and 
Guni (one endowed with that quality) does not really exist. 

In the same Vishnu Purana it has been stated : 

^ wnt ft* I tsFjft - (Vish. Pu. 6-5-71), 

meaning - “Though that Paramatman is not at all an object for 
words, for namesake He is called ‘Bhagavanta’ to signify rever¬ 
ence as a formality.” Even in the Sruti which the doubting 
opponent had quoted the difference of Guna and Guni is refuted 
and it has been stated that Jnana, Bala, Shakti etc. alone are 

Bhagavanta. For the expression - - the meaning 

is : Barring the Heyadharmas (qualities which are to be dis¬ 
carded) like Guna, Kriya which are conjured up by Avidya, the 
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benign hallmarks of Bhagavanta like .Tirana, Bala etc. are called 
by the word ‘Bhagavanta’. Apart from this, this Bhagavanta 
called ‘Brahman’, being Nirvishesha (devoid of any special 
attributes), is Sarvatmaka (the very essence of everything) ; 
hence apart from Him the phenomenon called ‘Sagunabrahman’ 
does not exist whatsoever. It has been stated by the knowl¬ 
edgeable sages, on the basis of (or from the view-point of) 
Kalpitasamvriti alone that - ‘He alone who is Sarvagunatmaka 
merely by His will (volition) has assumed (worn) the bodies 
of everyone’. This very Nirvishesha Brahman Itself, endowed 
with the special attributes of names and forms projected by 
Avidya, has been recommended in the Sastra for the benefit 
of low-class and middle-class seekers for special Upasanas 
(meditations). 

Hence, the sage Parashara has said : 

Wlfa>gtell ' 3d«i<|eHf : I m:’ - (Vishnu 

Purana 6-6-84), meaning - “He is endowed with all benign and 
beneficent qualities ; by virtue of one part of His power He 
has covered up the whole gamut of the empirical, physical 
objects ; merely by His will, whatever serene, excellent bodies 
He likes He wears or assumes and whatever good has to accrue 
to the whole world that He provides.” Therefore, here there is 
no defect whatsoever in our calling Nirvishesha Brahman 
‘Bhagavan’. 

HOW COME A SEER OF NIRVISHESHATMAN 

IS OMNISCIENT ? 

That Muni (sage) who has cognized such a Bhagavanta is 
verily a Sarvadarshi ; meaning - he alone is Sarvajiia, a Pandita 
(scholar) who has known the Paramartha (the Absolute, Ultimate 
Reality). Aja-Advaya-Atman alone is everything, is it not so ? 
Therefore, one who has cognized that Atman is said to be 
Sarvadarshi. 

arm >r*-ri 

Wflihl 114mI 

Meaning : “Because he has attained complete Omnis¬ 
cience (Purnasarvajfiata) as also Advaya-Brahmanya (non-dual 
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Brahmanhood), devoid of categories like beginning, middle 
and end, herefore how can he perform any Karma at all ?” 

BRAHMA JNANI IS KRITAKRITYA (ONE WHO HAS ACHIEVED 

WHAT IS TO BE ACHIEVED IN LIFE) 

Because it is said - “One who has attained this 
Pumasarvajnata” - it amounts to having signified that just like 
Darshanakaras like Kapila, Buddha etc. who have cognized 
only the Anatman akin to Apurna (incomplete) Sarvajnatwa 
(omniscience), this is not Akritsna (incomplete, immature). 

Just as it is stated in the Sruti : faciei 

*T3fw’ - (Mundaka 1-1-5) - “That Entity which if cognized it 
amounts to cognizing everything” - that person who has cognized 
that Brahman is called here ‘Purnasarvajna’. That person who has 
Intuited that Brahman is verily Advaya Brahmana. On the author¬ 
ity of the Sruti sentence : ¥ flisw* 

- (Bri. 3-8-9), meaning - “Oh Gargi, that person who cognizes 
this Akshara (Reality devoid of destruction or emaciation) and 
goes away from this Loka - he alone is Brahmana” - (the 
definition of the word ‘Brahmana’ or what is called in our 
common parlance ‘Brahmin’ is given here) - ‘One who cognizes 
Brahmatman and transcends the Samsaraloka which is the object 
for Mithyagrahana (also called Adhyasa in Vedanta, i.e. ‘I’ notion) 

f 

is himself called ‘Brahmana’. Apart from this, just as the Sruti 
says : meaning - “For a Brahmin this 

alone is the Nitya (eternal) Mahima (greatness, excellence)” - 
because one who has cognized Brahman which is described as 
“Neti, Neti” is himself one who has attained the Nitya Mahima 
which is devoid of any increase or decrease, in the predominant 
sense, he is said to be ‘Brahmana’. Because the person, who has 
attained this ‘Brahmanyapada’ (state of Brahmanhood) which is 
beyond Utpatti (birth), Sthiti (sustenance), Laya (dissolution), has 
verily attained the Labha (profit or precious benefit) of Atman 
who is Advitiya - herefore what can there remain for him to be 

done or achieved ? For this reason alone, in the Sruti : ‘3TRFR 

1 afh-H n* - 

(Bri. 4-4-12), meaning - “If a human being cognizes in the 
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manner - ‘I am this Brahman’ - desiring which object and for 
quenching, satiating which desire can he torture the body ?” - 
thus it is stated. Even the Smritis too are saying : “Greater than 
Atmalabha there is no other Labha” - (Apastamba Sutra 1-8-22- 
1) etc. In the Bhagavadgita also it is stated : “For him by doing 
anything there is no benefit whatsoever that has to accrue” - 
(Gita 3-18). 

feUluii P«h41 I 

Meaning : “For the wise the dignity is this alone ; this 
alone is said to be the natural Shama (control of the mind) 
; because by its very nature it is Danta (tamed, subdued) this 
alone is Dama (control over the senses), one who has known 
like this, attains Shama.” 

THERE IS NO NEED FOR A JNANI TO MAKE ANY EFFORT 

TO ACQUIRE SHAMA, DAMA ETC. 

f 

(Question) : Because there is a Sruti sentence like : “One 
who has cognized in this manner should become Shanta, Danta, 
Uparata, Titikshu and endowed with Shraddha and recognize 
Atman in himself alone” - (Bri. 4-2-28), even a Jnani should be 
perfonning Sadhanas like Shama, Dama etc. prescribed by the 

r — 

Sastra, is it not so ? Since there is also a Gita statement like - 
“This is verily called ‘Jnana’, what is different from this is 
Ajnana” - (Gita 13-11) the seeker should be practising Sadhanas 
like Amanitwa etc., is it not so ? 

Answer : Not so. For, to be established in Atmaswarupa 
alone is the natural Vinaya (humility) for Brahmajnanis. For 
them this alone is said to be the natural Shama. Because by Its 
very nature Brahmatman is Upashanta (quiescent), this alone is 
their Dama. Just as the ignorant people's senses whisk away the 
mind due to its Raga-Dwesha, they do not at all drag the mind 
of these Jnanis. It being so, where is the question of a Vidhi 
(scriptural injunction) stipulating that a Brahmajnani should prac¬ 
tise disciplines like Shama, Dama etc. ? 

Therefore, since the person who has cognized such an 
Advayabrahman is established in Brahmaswarupa alone, he is 
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always endowed with the essential nature of Shama-Dama etc. 
These Sadhanas in their entirety rest in him as though they are 
decorative ornaments. Like the Mumukshus (seekers desirous 
of Liberation in this very life-span), the Jnani need not at all 
practise these. 

26. THE QUINTESSENCE OF OUR OWN 

METHODOLOGY 

^"^5 cftPfc+fMukl ll£V9|| 

Meaning : “That duality which is associated with sub¬ 
stance and awareness is called ‘Loukika’. That which is devoid 
of substance but having Upalambha (recognition or compre¬ 
hension otherwise than from memory, the same as Anubhava) 
is called ‘Shuddhaloukika’. But that which is not having either 
substance or cognition, awareness is called ‘Lokottara’ ; thus 
the knowledgeable people are always talking about Jhana, 
Jneya and Vijneya.” 

RELATIONSHIP OF THE TEXT 

Because in this manner the philosophies of the various 
disputants are mutually opposed to one another and are respon¬ 
sible for Raga-Dwesha, the fact that all of them are Mithyadarshanas 
(false, pseudo-philosophies) has been proved by means of their 
own respective Yuktis alone, and thereby it has been demon¬ 
strated convincingly that the Aja-Advaita-Darshana (i.e. Advaita 
Vedanta) itself which is devoid of the four-cornered logic or 
dialectical categories (called ‘Chatush Koti’) as also which does 
not give any room for Raga and Dwesha etc., is a Mangalakara 
(auspicious and beneficent) and by its very nature a Shanta 
(blissful) philosophy (i.e. spiritual science), and hence it amounts 
to our having concluded the truth : first, as stated in 4-2, this 
Darshana is devoid of disputes or controversies and secondly, it 
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is not opposed to anything else. Now Shri Gaudapada undertakes 
to expound, though briefly, this his own Vedantic Prakriya (meth¬ 
odology) alone. In fact, to observe the three states of Con¬ 
sciousness of waking, dream and deep sleep (and to cognize 
the Vedantic truths) is itself the unique Vedanta Prakriya. So 
far by means of Yukti the truth that Aja-Advaya-Atmatattwa 
alone is the Paramartha has been shown, is it not so ? This alone 
is in consonance with Sarvatrika Anubhava (universal Intuitive 
Experience) ; (a) Whereas the philosophies of the various dispu¬ 
tants which are predominantly logic-oriented do not possess this 
capacity ; (b) though keeping the Buddhists’ Yuktis in the fore¬ 
front in this Prakarana the teaching has been expounded, the 
objective of inculcating the fact that - ‘Between the first Agama 
Prakarana, which has begun its teaching based predominantly on 

r 

Sruti instructions, and this fourth Alatashanti Prakarana there 
is complete agreement’ - is the important benefit that accrues 
from the detailed consideration of this genuine, unique Vedantic 
methodology. By this it amounts to having concluded the entire 

r 

gamut of the Sastraic teachings. 

IN ORDER TO DETERMINE Tlffi PARAMARTHA LOUKIKA, 
SHUDDHA LOUKIKA AND LOKOTTARA ARE A DEVICE 

The state of Consciousness which is the support or substrate 
for the whole gamut of Avidya Vyavahara (empirical transactions 
conjured up by ignorance) of duality which comprises Samvriti 
Sadrupa Vastu (a substance which is endowed with empirical 

r 

reality) awareness - meaning the Sastra, the Shishya and the 
Shasaka (preceptor) and which is the support for Dvaita of the 
type of Grahya and Grahaka - is ‘Loukika’, means Jagarita 
Avastha. In fact, in Vedanta this alone is accepted as the ‘Jagarita 

f 

Avastha’ (i.e. this is the Sastraic definition of waking in Vedanta) 
but our commonplace empirical waking is not at all accepted as 
really endowed with any substantiality. It has already been stated 
that - “That thing which exists due to (from the viewpoint of) 
Kalpitasamvriti does not at all exist (Absolutely) from the 
Paramartha Drishti” - (4-73), is it not so ? Without the 
Samvritivastu, mere cognition or awareness existing is called 
‘Shuddha Loukika’, meaning ‘Svapna’. Here the subtle teaching 
of Vedanta that - “The waking state is gross and is common, 
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equal to everyone, while the dream state is different from the 
waking which is grosser than the dream, and it is visible, per¬ 
ceptible exclusively to the dreamer - is said from the waking 
Samvritidrishti (viewpoint of empirical reality) alone” - should 
not be forgetten. For, it has been taught here that the Avasthatraya 
which is established by virtue of Samvriti is itself the ‘Upaya’ 
(a subtle device) for the Paramartha Daishana (the Intuitive Ex¬ 
perience of the Ultimate, Absolute Reality of Vedantic spiritual 
science, philosophy). 

Further, the essential nature of deep sleep is being described 
in detail. That state of Consciousness in which there is neither 
Vastu (substance), and knowledge or cognition of it nor the dual 
aspects of Grahya and Grahaka is called ‘Lokottara’, meaning 
‘Sushupti or deep sleep’. The word ‘Loka’ connotes ‘being 
cognized and cognizing ; devoid of both these, that state which 
is the seed or cause .for all empirical procedures (Pravritti) is 
‘Lokottara’, meaning deep sleep. 

THE IMPLICIT MEANING OF WORDS LIKE ‘LOUKIKA’ ETC. 

For the words like ‘Loukika’ etc. that are used here in this 
context we should not conceive that they mean merely the waking, 
the dream etc. On the contrary, we should reckon that they 
connote both meanings of Sthana (place, region), Sthani (the 
occupier of the region) or Avastha (the state) and the Sakshi 
(Witnessing Principle) of the state viz. Atman. Just as we have 
to assume the implied meaning of the sentence - “We should not 
enter the town” - (Gautama Dharma Sutra 1-4-32) so as to imply 
both the town and the residents of the town, in the same way 
here also we have to interpret it. In fact, in order to determine 
the Paramarthaswarupa of Atman who is Avasthavanta (as¬ 
sociated with a state) alone these words like Loukika etc. are 
utilized. For that reason only we should discern that here for the 

expression - - found in the second verse above the 

intended purport is that the Paramartha Tattwa associated with 
this device has been signified in this manner. 

To wit : “Jnana means that Intuitive Cognition (Knowl¬ 
edge) by means of which people cognize, without desiderating 
any instruments or senses or mind whatsoever, all the three states 
like Loukika, Shuddha Loukika and Lokottara - i.e. they cognize 
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by means of Jnana which is Nirvikalpaka (devoid of any con¬ 
cepts), Anubhavarupa (of the very essence of Intuitive Experi¬ 
ence).” ‘Jneya’ means all the three states like Loukika etc. taken 
together. For, apart from these there is no other phenomenon 
whatsoever to be called Jneya (object of knowledge). For this 
reason alone, it was stated in the Agama Prakarana that - 
“Including the Adhidaivika (celestial plane, region) also the entire 
Prapancha (world of duality) is implied in the Loukika (waking 
state)”. The implied purport here is that - “Sankhyans and the 
other disputants - all of them - whatever Tattwas (entities) they 
have imagined are all misconceived and included in these three 
states alone.” Hence, if we cognize the Tattwa of all these three 
(i.e. the Absolute Reality which is the substrate, backdrop of the 
three states of awareness), it is tantamount to cognizing every¬ 
thing. Further, the word ‘Vijneya’ means : When we observe 
these three plenary experiences of Loukika, Shuddha Loukika and 
Lokottara, that Paramartha Tattwa which becomes ‘Sakshatkara’ 
(Intuited spontaneously and effusively), meaning - the ‘Turyatma’ 
Tattwa which is Aja (birthless), Advaya (non-dual). Thus, be¬ 
ginning with Loukika, what is ‘existing’ up to Vijneya is both 
the Upaya (device) and the Upeya (the object pointed out by the 
device) - thus the ‘ Buddhas’ - i.e. Paramartha Darshis - affirm. 

FOR THE WORDS LIKE LOUKIKA ETC. THERE IS NO 
PURPORT OF JNDICATING THE ‘JN ANAS’ OF 
YOGACHARA PHILOSOPHY 

In the Buddhistic school of philosophy called ‘Yogachara’ 
these three words of Loukika, Shuddha Loukika and Lokottara 
are used for three kinds of knowledge. But those meanings 
cannot possibly be adopted or assumed here. According to that 
Buddhistic philosophy, ‘Loukika’ means the commonplace Grahya- 
Grahaka Vishayajnana (empirical subject-object knowledge) which 
is universal. ‘Shuddha Loukika’ means Paratantraswabhava Jnana 
(knowledge dependent upon an external agency). ‘Lokottara’ means 
the Nirvikalpa Jnana (awareness devoid of any special attributes 
or features) that accrues or ensues in a state when there is neither 
the Grahakachitta (comprehending mind) nor the Grahyavastu 
(object which is comprehended) ; because it has transcended the 
Loka (empirical world of duality) it is called ‘Lokottara’. Then 
to the Yogi, who has entered into the Vijnaptimatra (pure aware- 
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ness, consciousness), a resultant fruit accrues - thus the Yogacharas 
opine. [For this doctrine refer to Madhyamika Vritti, page 185]. 

But here (in Shri Gaudapada’s Karika) for the purpose of 
cognizing the Vijneya (object of Intuition) called ‘Turiya’ as a 
device the Avasthatraya of the type of Loukika etc. and its Jnana 
(Intuitive Knowledge) is taught. Therefore, both these Prasthanas 
(approaches) are different, distinct from each other. Because special 
characteristics like - “Dvaya is called Loukika” etc. - which 
describe the Jneyaswarupa (the essential nature of the object to 
be known) are mentioned, thus it should be interpreted differently 

here. 3fR*U ^ - (Mandukya Mantra 7) - thus the Turiyatman 

has been described in the Upanishad, is it not so ? That very 
thing is expounded by using the word ‘Vijneya’. Apart from this, 
the proponents or followers of Yogachara philosophy have not 
accepted at all the fact that - “Apart from the Chitta or mind 
which is the Grahaka (comprehending principle) there exists a 
Vijneya (an object of comprehension).” In their teaching - for the 
Chitta alone which is devoid of ‘Samklesha’ is called 
‘Alayavijnana’ ; they have accepted that such a Chitta becomes 
Anasrava (independent), Dhruva (eternal, immortal) by virtue of 
Advayajnana (non-dual knowledge) which is Nirvikalpa (devoid 
of special attributes). 

OBJECTIONS AND SOLUTIONS WITH REGARD TO THE US¬ 
AGE OF WORDS LIKE LOUKIKA ETC. 

(Question) : No one among the ancients has called all the 
three states like the waking etc. by names like Loukika etc., is 
it not so ? These words are profusely used in Buddhistic texts 
only. It being so, in the sense that no one has previously used 
- why is it that these words are used to cause delusion among 
the Shrotrus ? 

(Answer) : Since the words like Loukika etc. are Yougika 
(in keeping with the syllogistic meaning) they can be used by 
anyone - whosoever he may be - in the sense of - ‘commonplace, 
known or familiar to everyone’ etc. as they like. There are no 
conventions stipulating that these words should be interpreted in 
such and such a manner with a particular meaning only. It is true 
that Yogacharas use these with certain conventional meanings. 
But in these senses they are using them as Paribhashika (tech- 
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nical terminology) and hence they cannot compel everyone to use 
them with that technical meaning alone. This is not a chapter 
devoted to divide Jnana ; the author Shri Gaudapadacharya also 
in the past had not divided or separated Jnana in this queer 
manner. It is self-evident from these verses that by means of the 
devices of Jnana and Jneya, he has taken up the subtle task of 
recognizing (Intuiting) the Vijneya. It being so, it is incompre¬ 
hensible or inscrutable to explain away as to how could this alien 
methodology of Yogachara be suddenly (abruptly) brought forth 
here ? When the opinion that - “In the first Agama Prakarana 

r 

through the device of Avasthatraya (that is found in the Sastra, 
Upanishad) the Turiya is propounded or taught and then that very 
Turiya is being concluded here” - is compatible, to interpolate 
an alien methodology not relevant to the context is not justifiable 
also. 

Apart from this, the word ‘Loka’ being used significantly 
for Avasthas cannot possibly be said to be extremely unfamiliar 

to Vedic scholars. In the Sruti : ‘"fl uhm: ’ - (Bri. 

4-3-7), meaning - “He being equal to the mind traverses inces¬ 
santly both the Lokas or worlds” - thus as an illustration for 
Avasthadvaya (two states of waking and dream) this word being 
used in the Sruti is seen. Further, the Sushupti (deep sleep state) 

being referred as ‘Paramaloka’ is found in the Sruti : "TOt 

- (Bri. 4-3-32), meaning - “This itself is the supreme world 

for Him.” Besides, it is not possible to assert that there is no 
prompting, justifying reason at all for using the words like 
Loukika etc. to indicate the states like waking etc. In the waking 
there exists invariably ‘Sarvaloka Sadharanatwa’ (commonality or 
universality acceptable to all the people). The facts that - in the 
dream the experience is confined to only the dreamer and in deep 
sleep all the Lokavyavaharas (empirical transactions) are extinct, 
invisible - are in everyone’s experience (Sarvatrika Anubhava). 
Instead of this, in the teachings of Yogacharas the doctrines that 
- Paratantra and Parinishpanna are objects for Shuddha Loukika 
Jnana and Lokottara Jnana, respectively - are to be known from 
Vyaktigatanubhava (individually-acquired experiences). But those 
words are not as suitable, compatible as they are in our Vedantic 
Siddhanta - thus too it can be concluded. Therefore, the author 
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Shri Gaudapada having utilized these words in this manner is not 
at all wrong ; he has, in fact, used these special words purpose¬ 
fully and fully conscious of their import. 

Further, TRftfcRPf’ - thus the word ‘Buddha’ is used, 

is it not so ? That word is used with the purport : “Those people 
who have cognized the Viveka (discriminative purport) of the 
words Jnana, Jheya and Vijheya as we have now stated - they 
only are Paramartha (Absolutely) ‘Buddhas’ ; not those who by 
virtue of their Yoga practices etc. are honouring themselves, 
saying that they alone are Ldkdttaraprajna (knowers of the Ab¬ 
solute Reality).” For this the Moksha Dharma Smriti : 

sU*l<W fa^tcT: I TPTfcr I I 

^§5: II* - (Mo. Dh. 249 - 10, 11), meaning - 

“This alone is the fruition of human birth ; especially for a 
Brahmin’s birth this alone is the fruition ; meaning, Atmajnana, 
Shama - to remain engrossed in these with all dedication and 
devotion. One who has cognjzed this becomes a Buddha (a Jnani) 
; what other special attributes of a Buddha are there ?” - is the 
authoritative source for the above conclusion. 

27. SAR VAJNA TWA (OMNISCIENCE) ACCRUING 
FROM AVASTHATRAYA VIJNANA 

^rarff ^ traate^ilw ik*n 

Meaning : “If one cognizes Jnana and three kinds of 
Jneya in a systematic order, for such a great wise man eve¬ 
rywhere Sarvajnatwa (omniscience) will accrue by Itself (spon¬ 
taneously) here and now.” 

EXPLANATION OF THE THREE WORDS LIKE JNANA ETC. 

To the question : What is the benefit accruing from the 
cognition of Turya through the three devices like Loukika, Shuddha 
Loukika and Lokottara ? - the answer is provided by this verse. 

Some people have interpreted the ‘Jnana’ used here to mean 
‘ Man6vri ttivishcsha ’ (a special mental concept) ; but that is not 
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correct. For, here the Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge - Experience) 
peitaining to the three states like Loukika etc. alone is relevant. 
First of all, Loukika is of the essential nature of the external 
Grahya-Grahaka phenomena ; hence, its knowledge cannot pos¬ 
sibly be of the form or nature of the Grahaka Mandvritti (the 
comprehending mental concept) - which is one part of that whole, 
plenary Consciousness. To wit : The external comprehension of 
the form of sensual perception is that which is of the nature of 
the external objects like sound, touch etc., while the Jnana which 
objectifies the internal Sukha, Mandrupa Duhkha etc. is of the 
nature of mental concepts or mentations. It being so, how at all 
can we accept that the Jnana (Consciousness, plenary Awareness) 
which comprehends the Loukika of the form of Grahya-Grahaka 
both internally and externally in all its entirety is merely a Jnana 
of the form of the mental concepts which are one part included 
within that plenary Consciousness ? In fact, it is well-known to 
all of us that in order to cognize both the senses and the 
mind there invariably exists in all of us a separate ‘Nirvikalpaka 
Jnana * (Pure Consciousness devoid of any mental concepts) 
called in Vedantic parlance ‘Sakshadanubhava’ which is quite 
apart from the two i.e. - the senses and the mind. In the same 
way, to comprehend cognize the Shuddlia Loukika, Lokottara - 
both these is verily this ‘Sakshadanubhava Jnana’ (Direct, 
Intuitive Experience or Knowledge). Although this Jnana (Intui¬ 
tive Knowledge and not intellectual concept) is not Savishesha 
(endowed or associated With special attributes) like the Mandvritti 
(mental concepts), due to the difference in the adjuncts It may 

become three types and hence in the expression - 
- even if the special attributes of Trividha (three kinds) is used 
to be made applicable to Jnana and Jneya on the basis of a 
maxim called ‘Madhyamani Nyaya’ to be endowed with - it will 
not be wrong. In the statement - “If cognized systematically in 
a particular order” - it should be understood that the reference 
is to Manovrittirupa Jnana alone pertaining to the empirical cat¬ 
egories like Jnana - Jneya ; for, cognizing in an orderly manner 
is verily Vrittijnana (mental concept). 

THE ORDER IN THE PROCESS OF COGNITION 
Now, here in this context the order in cognition is : First, 
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we should cognize the gross Loukika. To cognize that - ‘The 
Vaishwanara (Cosmic Person), endowed with the total adjunct 
of that Loukika Avastha, is itself the ‘Jnana’ of Loukika. By 
sublating that - as stated in the Vaitathya Prakarana, cognizing 
that both these (i.e. waking and dream states) are Sarvasama 
(equal, identical in all respects) to sublate, falsify Loukika ; then 
to determine that both these are Vitatha (verily false appearances) 
- to determine it to be Taijasa, endowed with an adjunct, is itself 
the Jnana of Shuddha Loukika. Thereafter, if we sublate that 
Shuddha Loukika, the Lokouttara Jnana accrues. If it is recog¬ 
nized that Shuddha Loukika also is Mithyarupa (of a false, unreal 
nature) alone, then we acquire the cognition that between Shuddha 
Loukika and Lokottara there is no difference whatsoever ; for, 
then whether a second thing appears or not, we get a sense of 
conviction, certainty to the effect that - ‘By this no special 
feature whatsoever is caused in Atman’ ; now only the mere 
name of an ‘Avastha’ remains, subsists for Lokottara. Apart from 
Atman who is endowed with an adjunct that ‘Avastha’ too gets 
completely extinct, as if to suggest that - ‘It is an object to be 
grasped or derived by means of the proverbial sixth sense.’ As 
regards the statement that - ‘It is the seed for the worlds of 
Loukika and Shuddha Loukika’ - what about it ? We answer : 
It is a mere Kalpana (mental concept) conjured up due to Samvriti 
alone. Even if we had imagined that Loukika and Shuddha 
Loukika are totally different from each other and that between 
them there is a cause-effect relationship - because all such beliefs 
are the effects of Samvriti alone, if we go deep and analyse these 
states with the Intuitive awareness, in the Absolute sense there 
is no difference or distinction between these two ; just as this 
truth is realized to be true with a stamp of certainty, similarly 
here the apparent distinction between Shuddha Loukika and 
Lokottara also should be discerned. 

In any case, thus among these three Loukika etc. states 
to merge or sublate the previous one into the next is their 
true cognition. Now, the particular Upahitatman (Atman associ¬ 
ated with the adjunct of a state) who is Sthani (confined to that 
particular state) cannot possibly be imagined not to be existing 
in any state. Although these Loukika etc. are getting separated 
one from the other - rather each one of them is leaving out 
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the other - the Chinmatraswarupa (the essential nature of 
Pure Consciousness) of Atman does not change whatsoever 
anywhere. He does not also get extinct anywhere. Thus after 
determining that - ‘For Atman there is no taint or touch of any 
Avastha,’ the concept or belief that He is endowed with Avasthas 
also gets extinct. 

Anyway, thus all the three states becoming extinct, if we 
cognize Paramatman, who is Paramarthasatyaswarupa, Aja, Advaya, 
Abhaya, and devoid of the categories of cause-effect - in a 
manner described in the Agama, Vaitathya and Advaita Prakaranas 

- He by Himself - meaning, Atman’s Paramarthaswarupa alone 

- will subsist. 

TO THAT PERSON WHO HAS COGNIZED LOUKIKA ETC. 

SARVAJNATWA ACCRUES OF ITS OWN ACCORD 

In order to eulogise this ‘Turyatma Jnana’ it has been 
stated like this : To that person the Omniscience will accrue by 
Itself. Because He Himself is everything and is Sarvajnaivpa (of 
the very essence of Omniscience) Turyatman is called ‘Sarvajna’. 
This omniscience which is, in truth, his very essence of Being 

- meaning, prior to his body (mortal coil) is given up or falls 
off, when he is still alive - accrues spontaneously of its accord 
to this great wise man of this Vedantic wisdom here and now 
itself. Because he has merged (sublated) Loukika etc. and is 
endowed with a Buddhi (intelligence, wisdom) which is 
Sarvalokatishaya (exceeding and excel'ing all the worlds) and 
which has imbibed the knowledge pertaining to Atmavastu, he is 
called ‘Mahadhiyaha’ (one endowed with great and sublime 
knowledge, wisdom). Because it has been stated : “If one cognizes 
the Trividhajneya in an orderly manner this Sarvajnatwa accrues” 

- one should not get deluded to think that this Jnana is a 
particular kind of Paricchinna (distinctive) Jnana which is attained 
afresh. In truth, It is always and everywhere existing. Once we 
cognize that Swarupa, that Jnana has become verily 
AtmaswarOpa and hence the implicit meaning here is that It 
exists (beyond the time concept) without any change at any¬ 
time whatsoever. For such a Paramarthajnani - unlike the other 
disputants who are endowed with Jnana arising out of Y5ga 
Siddhis etc. - his Jnana does not have any birth and destruction 
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at all. As stated in the Karika - *'5ni?PW5f (3-33), 

meaning - ‘It is verily Brahman which is Jneya. In truth, by the 
Aja Jnana the Aja Tattwa is always being cognized.’ 

28. THE DEVICES FOR ATTAINMENT OF JNANA 
ARE NOT PARAMARTHA SATYA 


Meaning : “The four phenomena of ‘Heya’, ‘Jneya’, 
‘Apya’, ‘Pakya’ - should le fully, clearly cognized. Among 
them, barring Vijneya, in the other three cognition exists - thus 
the wise people say.” 

JNANANGA UPADESHA (INSTRUCTION SUBORDINATE TO 

INTUITIVE KNOWLEDGE) 

Because it has been stipulated : “When the three kinds of 
Jneya are cognized in an orderly manner” - people may wrongly 
think, believe that those three are existing Absolutely really ; so 
in order to prevent this misconception, here it is refuted. Heya 
means the three states of Loukika etc. If it is asked : How come 
these are to be ‘Heya’ - meaning, those which are to be given 
up, discarded ? - then the explanation is : In Atman these Jagrat, 
Svapna and Sushupti (i.e. Loukika, Shuddha Loukika and Lokottara, 
respectively) are not existing whatsoever - thus, just as the 
apparent superimposed, misconceived appearances of snake etc. 
are merged in the rope - these three states are to be sublated or 
merged in Atman ; thus it has to be cognized and hence, even 
when a particular state is existing because it is Cbidbhasya 
(a reflection of Pure Consciousness) as also Chidvyapta (being 
pervaded by Pure Consciousness), these three states do not 
exist whatsoever apart from Atman, who is Chidrupa (of the 
very essence of Pure Consciousness) - thus determining also, 
any particular state can possibly be sublated (discarded) and 
the Turiya Tattwa can be determined, hence they are ‘Heya’. 
Thus when Vaishwanara, who is having the adjunct of the waking 
- by (means of Pravilaya complete merger of) the waking - is 
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determined to be Turiya (Atman) alone, there is no scope for 
imagining any other Avastha whatsoever and hence there is no 
need whatsoever for any further attempt to be made to determine 
that He (i.e. Vaishwanara) does not exist. Even so, in order that 
it may become easy to comprehend and follow for people who 
are endowed with low-grade and middle-grade intelligence (wis¬ 
dom, discriminating faculty), adopting a systematic order alone 
which is familiar in our workaday world this Pravilaya of the 
three states is mentioned (explained) - thus we should discern it. 

Further, in this verse the word ‘Jneya’ means the Paramartha 
Tattwa alone, i.e. Turiya alone devoid of the four-cornered cat- 

r _ 

egories. In the Sruti - “Always existing in Atmarupa is verily this 
Jneya” - (Shwetashwatara 1-12) - is the authoritative source for 
calling Atman alone ‘Jneya’. Apya means the three disciplines of 
‘Panditya’, ‘Balya’ and ‘Mouna’ which a Yati (sage) who has 
given up the external three Eshenas (desires like Putreshana, 
Vitteshana, Lokeshana) has perforce to earn, acquire. In the 

Sruti : Pifqei fa«oi*)^ I ^ Hil^scd ^ 

Wqalfcl - (Bri. 3-5-1) - meaning : “One who is a Brahmana, 

cognizing (discerning) Panditya without any residues by means of 
Balya, should aspire, endeavour to remain steady ; then after 
having completely controlled, conquered Balya and Panditya, he 
should become a Muni” - thus it has been stated, is it not so ? 
There in that context ‘Panditya’ means to acquire Atmavijnana 
(the Intuitive Knowledge of the Self as Pure Being-Conscious- 

_ r 

ness) from the Acharya and the Saslra. ‘Balya’ means to stay put 
in the ‘strength of Jnana’ (i.e. to get established in the Intuitive 
Experience of Pure Consciousness) and like an innocent boy or 
child to remain without Dambha (deceit, fraud, trickery), Darpa 
(pride, arrogance) etc. ‘Mouna’ means fully dedicated, engrossed 
(Tatparya) in Atmachintana alone. These three are called ‘Apya’ ; 
they are to be acquired. ‘Pakya’ - means, those defects like 
Raga, Dwesha, Moha etc. which have to be fully conquered by 

becoming ripe, mature by experience. The Smriti : T riP' 

tltfl ?R Tratfil’, meaning - “When by means of Karmas the Kashaya 
becomes ripe enough, then Jnana accrues” - is the authoritative 
support for this. 
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All these four disciplines - meaning, as devices for Jnana 
are to be discerned first of all. 

THE JNANOPA YAS (DEVICES FOR ATTAINING JNANA) 

ARE INSTRUCTED FROM THE VIEWPOINT OF KALPITA 

SAMVRITI ALONE 

• • 

Among these, barring the Paramartha Tattwa which is Vijneya, 
the remaining Heya, Apya, Pakya - in these three - Upalambha 
meaning, (cognition) - is Avidya Kalpana alone - thus say the 
Jnanis. All these three are not Paramarthasatya. Whatever the 
Sruti has instructed as a device - all that it indicates finally as 
‘Neti, Neti’ - thus, as previously stated in 3-26, here too it is 
from the standpoint of K'lpit'isamvriti alone and hence these 
Heya etc. have to be reckoned from the Adhyaropa Drishti. Once 
the fruit of Vijnana (Intuitive Knowledge) accrues, they too are 
Asatya - thus it will be rescinded (ApavaJa) - in this way we 
should understand. 

Especially in the case of Turya who is Vijneya, though 
first there exists Vijneyatwa, after the Vijnana (Intuitive Ex¬ 
perience) accrues, a special feature happens to be - “The 
Sadhaka who is the Vijnatru (knower, cognizer) is himself the 
Turya” - such a conviction is born. 

the Words ‘heya’, ‘jneya’ etc. are not the techni¬ 
cal TERMS USED BY MAHAYANAS (BUDDHISTS) 

Because the words - ‘Heya’, ‘Jneya’ and ‘Vapya’ are used, 
as also the usage of the word ‘Agrayana’, some modem scholars 
like Prof. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya (author of ‘Agama Sastra’) 
have imagined for these words the meanings of ‘Parikaipita’ and 
‘Paratantra’ etc. which are very familiar in Mahayana Buddhism. 
This is verily a mere figment of imagination. For, this is not a 
Prakarana which undertakes, or has the prime purport of, ex¬ 
pounding doctrines of Parikaipita etc. at all. Nor is there any 
benefit accruing by using those alien terms. Merely because the 
words like Heya, Jneya etc. are used, there is no cause whatso¬ 
ever to stipulate and compel everyone that everywhere - i.e. 
wherever these words are used by anyone - they must be inter¬ 
preted to mean the same as the Mahayana Buddhists have as¬ 
sumed ; for, even for common people to use these words in the 

maimer - ‘«wh«D (One should give up, discard a bad path) ; 
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‘■grot (One should reckon as to which is a righ¬ 

teous path, and follow it”’ - there is no restriction or objection 
at all. If suppose a person uses these words like Heya etc. with 
a particular connotation, merely on that count there cannot be any 
restriction whatsoever that those words should not be used with 
any other meaning and purport, is it not so ? Besides, in Adhyatma 
Granthas which undertake the task of demonstrating the Muktimarga 
(path of Liberation) these words of Heya etc. being used is also 
found. For instance, in the Samyagmati Prakarana (17-82) 
of Upadeshasahasri Shri Sankara has written in the following 
manner : 

Meaning : “Cognizing that - ‘The thing from which both 
Bandha (bondage) and Moksha (liberation) are caused’ - is to 
be completely Heya (to be discarded, given up), if one dis¬ 
cerns the Dvaita which is Jneya and that one unitary (non¬ 
dual) Entity which is called ‘Paramatattwa’ which is Jiieyatita, 
Vishuddha in consonance with the teachings Sruti and Munis, 
the aspirant transcends Shoka-Moha and becomes a Sarvajiia, 
Sarvakarta, devoid of Samsara Bhaya, Krita Kritya and 
Brahmana.” Here in this verse both the words of Heya and 
Jneya are used in the sense of - ‘Heya’ is that which is the 
cause for Bandha and Moksha, while the Tattwa (Absolute 
Reality) which is not Jneya (known by the intellect) is Itself 
‘Jneya’.” 

29. THE CONCLUSION OF SHASTRARTHA 

Tnfr*CTSi+|!<M^|: TOT 3RTTO : I 

M IWII 

Meaning : “All Dharmas (beings) by their very nature 
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are, like the empty space, beginningless - thus we must 
reckon ; in them nowhere even the least bit of manifoldness 
exists.” 


THAT ATMANS ARE MANY IS SAID FROM 

THE STANDPOINT OF SAMVRITI ALONE 

• • 

Thus it has been expounded - both by means of the Yuktis 
of the opposing disputants as also our own methodology - the 
truth that Paramatman, who is Aja, Advaya, is Himself Paramartha. 

r 

Now all the teachings of the Sastra will be concluded. Here what 
was first accepted from the Adhyaropa Drishti, viz. - “Because 
the states like Loukika, Shuddha Loukika etc. are distinct, sepa¬ 
rate - Atmans are many”- is being refuted. 

The seeker should not believe either that the states are 
different or Vishwa, Taijasa etc. who are the Avasthavantas 
(Cosmic Beings endowed with the adjuncts of the respective 
states) are different. For, this ‘ Nanatwa ’ (manifoldness) is men¬ 
tioned from the standpoint of Kalpitasamvriti (deliberate superim¬ 
position) but not that it is really (Absolutely) existing. From the 
Paramartha Drishti if we observe, Dharmas, meaning - Atmans 
(Jivas), in their very essential natures are - just like empty space 

- subtle, Niranjana (who are devoid of any taint or touch of 
special qualities), Sarvagatas (all-pervading) ; in the original text 
the metaphor of ‘like the sky or empty space’ is mentioned to 
signify that their Swarupa is extremely subtle etc. and not that 
they are ‘equal to, similar to Akasha or empty space.’ Because 
‘Dharmas’ is used in the plural sense, one should not reckon that 
to emphasize this fact. Only Atmans are really, invariably many 

- but ‘Everywhere’ means ‘at no time and in no state - what¬ 
soever’ - even the least bit of manifoldness exists - thus it is 
stated. The difference is appearing due to the Upadhis alone ; 
since the adjuncts are Avidya Kalpita alone, in the Absolute 
sense there does not exist any Dharma-Nanatwa whatsoever. This 
is the implied purport here. 

HERE THE WORD ‘DHARMA’ MEANS ‘ATMAN’ ALONE IN 

THE PREDOMINANT SENSE 

Although it is true that Shri Gaudapadacharya uses the word 
‘Dharma’ to indicate both Atmans (sentient beings) and Anatma 
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Padarthas (insentient things), here the fact that he has used it 
invariably to indicate ‘Atman’ is evident from the purport of the 
Chapter. In the next verse since he has written that - “All are 
Adibuddhas (from the beginning conscious) - it can be discerned 
that here, in the main, the manifoldness of Jivas (selves, indi¬ 
vidual transmigratory souls) is negated, refuted. For, in order to 
help attain (teach) Aja-Advaya-Atmajnana here, in the main, 
negating or refuting Jivananatwa itself is more essential. It has 
been taught in this chapter that - “No Jiva whosoever is bom” 

- (4-71). Similarly, in the Advaita Prakarana also, it was begun 
by saying - “The Dhanna (Jiva) who has taken refuge in Upasana 
exists in Jatabrahman (the world of Brahman who is bom, cre¬ 
ated)” - (3-1) and in the end it was concluded by teaching that 

- “No Jiva is bom” - (3-48) and hence in order that there is 
agreement between that and the sentence found in this verse - 
here to accept the meaning of ‘Jivas’ for the word ‘Dharmas’ is 
itself reasonable ; because having stressed that - ‘There is no 
Jiva-Nanatwa’ - it amounts to refuting, negating the various 
conglomerations of body, senses, mind as adjuncts for Jivas 
(transmigratory souls), there is no defect whatsoever entailing us 
even if a ‘ BUhyartha ’ a (far-fetched or an extraneous meaning) 
for the word ‘Dharma’ is accepted. Even so, here in the main 
sense the fact that - we should reckon for the word ‘Dharmas’ 
the meaning of ‘Jivas’ - should not be forgotten. 

In this verse ‘Kwachana’ (anywhere) means - whether it is 
in the Advaita Avastha or whether it is in the Jiva Avastha 
obtained due to Avidya ; ‘Kinchana’ (even the least bit) means 

- whether it is observed from the Paramatma Drishti or whether 

• • 

it is observed from the viewpoint of Jivas being different from 
one another - i.e. whether separately or whether without any 
difference - in any manner, Nanatwa (manifoldness) does not 
exist. This alone is the implied meaning here. This same teaching 

was made in the Vaitathya Prakarana by the sentence : 

II’ - (2-34), 

meaning - “This entity - whether in the form of Atman or in the 
form it appears - in no manner it exists. Nothing whatsoever, 
either mutually different or without being different, ever exists - 
thus the people who know the Ultimate Reality have cognized.” 
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3TTfapj: tprf: I 

* 

11^11 

Meaning : “All the Dharmas by their very essence of 
Being are determined to be Adibuddhas (of the nature of the 
effulgence of Pure Consciousness from the beginning). One 
who has such a Kshanti (patience, forbearance) becomes fit for 
Amritatwa (immortality).” 

THAT ATMANS ARE JNEYA IS SAID FROM 

SAMVRITI VIEWPOINT ONLY 

• • 

Since it is stated : “Just like the empty space one should 
reckon” - in the above verse, any one may misconceive that the 
tenet that Dharmas are Jneya (those who are to be cognized, 
known)’ - is also Paramartha (Absolutely real, true) and so, here 
in this verse it has been refuted. All Dharmas, by their very 
essence of Being, are invariably Adibuddhas ’ - meaning, from 
time immemorial ‘Buddhas’ or Chitprakashaswarupas (of the 
essential nature of the effulgence of Pure Consciousness). It 
means that just as the sun is Nityaprakashaswarupa (eternally of 
the essence of brilliance), in the same way these Dharmas (Jivas) 
too are Nityabodhaswarupas (eternally of the essence of Pure 
Consciousness). To these Atmans never at all there exists any 
Ajnana exists ; only if it is so, in order to remove their Ajnana, 
Jnana will become necessary and thereby it will amount to their 
being Jfieyas, is it not so ? Or, there is no room for doubting 
in the manner : ‘Whether these Atmans are like this or like 
that ?” - they are not of that nature either. For, they are of 
Nityanishchita (of an essential nature which is ever or eternally 
established or determined) alone. In the case of these people who 
are of Jnanaswarupa there is no scope whatsoever for Ajnana, 
Samshaya or Mithyajhana to exist. 

ONLY IF ONE COGNIZES THAT - ‘ATMAN IS OF AN 
ESSENTIAL NATURE OF CERTAINTY’ - MUKTI ACCRUES 

That Mumukshu (the seeker of Liberation) who has attained 
the profound patience, forbearance to realize, as stated above, that 
- “I am a Nityabuddha ; because all these Atmans are verily 
Nityabuddhaswarupas, they are Sunishchitaswarupas (of an essen- 
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tial nature of certainty)” - and who has cognized the truth that 

- “There is no need for them to cognize the Tattwa afresh or 
to communicate It to others - just as to see the ever-shining, 
resplendent sun there is no need of any help of any other light 
or of showing to others - in the same way, to these Atmans also 
there is no need of Jnana - and further who has reckoned that 

- “Our Atman is neither Jhanashraya (a substrate for knowledge) 
nor Jnanavishaya (an object for knowledge)” - he alone is the 
fully qualified person for Moksha. This is the implied purport 
here. 

STrf^rRTT *1^41: I 

srcf: 4 h 

Meaning : “All the Dharmas are Adishantas (of a qui¬ 
escent nature from the beginning), devoid of birth or birthless, 
by virtue of their very essential nature they have completely 
receded (i.e. are liberated from duality). Being in one and the 
same nature, they are non-different. (They are all) Aja, Samya 
(one and the same) and Visharada (who have mastered this 
Vidya, scholars).” 

ATMANS ARE NITYASHANTA (ETERNALLY QUIESCENT) 

Just as there is no need whatsoever to attain Intuitive 
Knowledge (Jnana) afresh with regard to Atman, in the same 
manner there is no need to acquire afresh Shanti (tranquillity, 
peace of mind). For, all these Atmans are Nityashantas (eternally 
of the nature of peace, tranquillity) ; in fact, they are . not bom 
at all. By their very essence of Being they are Sunirvritas, 
meaning - of the essential nature of being liberated. If it is 
asked : “In that case, are they Shunyaswarupa (of the essential 
nature of essencelessness, nought) ?” - the answer is : Not so ; 
for, they are non-different from Aja-Advaya-Brahma. If it is 
asked : “In that case, is there no difference whatsoever among 
them ?” the answer is : No ; all these are, in the essential nature 
of Advaya, Sama, Abhitma ; therefore, there is no need of 
quietening of any undesirable thing or attainment of desirable 
object. When they are all of one and the same essential nature 
of Being - by doing what, which excessive thing can possibly be 
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caused in them ? If anything is done, then that desired object 
endowed with qualities like increase or decrease will necessarily 
have to be one among the following four : Utpadya (that which 
is produced), Apya (that which can be procured), Vikarya (that 
which can be transformed), Samskarya (that in which a quality 
is brought about and a defect is removed). Atmatattwa is not one 

of these four at all. The Sruti : cpfa +4 U II (Bri. 4-4- 

23), meaning - “This greatness (Mahima) does not get increased 
by Karma nor does it gel decreased by it” - is the authoritative 
source for this conclusion. Therefore, Atmatattwa is birthless, that 
which exists in one and the same state and blemishless. 

THE QUINTESSENCE OF THESE THREE VERSES 
WHICH SHED LIGHT ON PARAMARTHA 

The secret teaching that is to be discerned here in this 
context is : It was stated in 4-90 that - “Barring Vijneya, in the 
remaining there is mere Awareness or Pure Consciousness” - and 
also that Heya etc. - these three phenomena are mere appearances 
but that they are not really existing entities - is it not so ? How 
can it be said that Heya etc. do not exist ? What exactly is that 
entity or substance which is Jneya (object to be known) ? - in 
answer to these questions these above three verses have been 
written. 

(1) The reason to infer that all the three like Heya etc. do 
not exist is to be discerned as : Dharmas (Atmans) are all 
‘Akashakalpas ’ (misconceived objects in empty space). They are, 
in fact, endowed with essential nautres like Sarvagatatwa (all¬ 
pervasiveness), Nityatwa (etemality) etc. ; for, they are _ verily 
Aja-Advaita-Paramatman. Therefore, they do not have states like 
Jagarita etc. - This is the implied meaning of the first verse. 

(2) Because it has been stated that - ‘Paramartha is Anidra, 
Asvapna - thus one should cognize’ - it may amount to saying 
that Dharmas (Atmans) are Jneya (things to be known) and 
Anatmans (not-selves). In order to dislodge this doubt - it was 
taught that - “That statement also was made from the standpoint 
of Kalpitasamvriti alone ; if observed from the Paramarthic stand¬ 
point Jneyatwa also does not exist ; for, all Dharmas are in their 
very essence of Being Adibuddhas and Sunishchitaswarupas ; if 
the seeker cognizes in this manner - then merely on that count 
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Amritatwaprapti accrues.” This is the implied meaning of the 
second verse. 

(3) Because it has been stated that - “One who has cognized 
in this manner becomes the fit person for Amritatwa” - it may 
amount to saying that - “For the purpose of Shanti (quiescence) 
of Bandhaduhkha (the misery arising out of bondage) there is a 
Sadhana still remaining - that of Kashayapaka (ripening, maturing 
of desires, proclivities lurking in the mind) etc., as also the 
attainment of Amritatwa afresh still remains.” In order to signify 
that there are no such residual Sadhanas, it is taught that - “All 
Dharmas are by their very essence of Being ‘Adishanta, 
Sunirvritas’ ; therefore, when observed from the viewpoint of 
Paramartha there is nothing whatsoever to be done or performed 
in order to attain or acquire Shanti etc.” This is the implied 
meaning of the third verse. 

Here the salient features of Shri Gaudapada’s teachings 
are : (i) Those who are Upasanavadins (proponents of Upasana 
as the ultimate means for Beatitude) - and are arguing to uphold 
their doctrine that - ‘Jiva by practising Upasanas (meditations) 
alone attains Brahmatmatwa after the fall of the body’ - these 
disputants have been refuted in the first verse, (ii) He has refuted 
the doctrines of ‘Sakshatkaravadins’ (proponents of the theory 
of materialization of Atmajnana) - who propound that - “Only 
after attaining Sakshatkara by means of Brahmajnana or Jnana 
Abhyasa (repeated practice of Jnana or Brahman Knowledge) 
Avidya can possibly be got rid of’ - in the second verse, 
(iii) Further, he has refuted the doctrinaire theory of Videhamukti- 
vadins (proponents of Beatitude only after death) in the third 
verse. These disputants opine that - “Only if the Jiva practises 
Sadhanas like Jnana and Dhyapa etc., after the fall of the body 
the fruits of Duhkhashanti and Moksha accrue to him.” 

It is true that in the Upanishads, Sadhanas like Upasana etc. 
have been taught ; it is also true that it has been instructed that 
by means of examining the three states of Consciousness one 
should acquire the Jnana Atman, who is devoid of the three 
states ; it is true that it has also been taught that by Jnana alone 
Kaivalyaprapti (attainment of Beatitude) accrues ; but all that is 
taught from the standpoint of Kalpitasamvriti to the respective 
qualified seeker according to his level of mental faculties and 
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purity, but merely on that count there is no harm or danger 
whatsoever caused to the teaching of Paramartha Satya as de¬ 
scribed in these three verses. In truth, Nityasatya (eternal Truth) 
which is Paramartha (Absolute, Transcendental) is : “All Dharmas 
or beings are of the essential nature of Aja-Advaya-Atman who 
is of Nitya-shuddha-buddha-mukta-swarupa” - indeed. 

Here in the second verse, the benefit of using the word - 
“Kshanti” is : In the Buddhistic philosophy tire Siddhis (spiritual 
extra-sensory perceptions or powers) called ‘Kshantis’ - which 
they have accepted - are described in texts like “Samadhiraja” 
etc., is it not so ? In that text, it is begun teaching in the manner 

- “One who aspires for Samyaksambodhi should cognize three 
Kshantis ” - (Sam. Raja 7) - the various Kshantis which the 
practitioners have necessarily to acquire and their special features 
are described. But here in these Karikas, the word ‘ Kshanti' is 
used in order tp indicate that the forbearance or patient self- 
control called ‘Nityatrupti’ (eternal satiation, sense of fulfilment) 

- which is described as : “Dharmas in their very essence of 
Being are Akashakalpas, Nityabuddhas and Nityanishchita- 
swarupas ; they are also Nityashantas and Sunirvritas” - should 
perforce be reckoned in this context. 

^?irra 3 3 fwcri i 

fJW: V^tf: IITXII 

Meaning : “To those who are always wandering about 
in Bheda (distinction) there is no Vaisharadya (scholarship, 
spiritual Knowledge). Those disputants who affirm about dif¬ 
ference, distinction have leaned heavily on the side of differ¬ 
ence ; therefore, they are said to be Kripanas (low-level, 
indiscriminate, wretched persons).” 

IGNORANT PEOPLE ARE IMPURE AND LOW-MINDED 

Those who have cognized the Paramartha Tattwa, which is 
devoid of the divisions, categories like Jnatru, Jnana, Jneya - 
which we have described - they only are Brahmanas who are 
Akripanas (not low-minded) ; but the rest are verily Kripanas 
(low-minded, wretched people): Those who have cognized (be¬ 
lieved innately) that objects are distinct, various - in other words, 
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who are Dvaitins - they have heavily leaned, tilted themselves 
towards difference alone ; in other words, they follow and in¬ 
dulge in variety, diversity - meaning, they are suffering in Samsara 
only. Those who are always wandering about in diversity, differ¬ 
ence conjured up by Avidya - i.e. in the path of duality, diversity 

- they do not possess Vaisharadya (spiritual wisdom, Knowl¬ 
edge) ; they do not have Vishuddhi (purity of heart and mind). 
Therefore, they are considered as Kripanas by Brahmajnanis. 

spit i 

% % i wl \\%\\\ 

Meaning : “Whosoever are Sunishchita (convinced about, 
steadfast) with regard to Paramartha Tattwa which is Aja and 
Samya - they alone are Mahajnanis (great Realized souls) in 
the world ; this fact is not known by the common people of 
the world.” 

THOSE WHO HAVE COGNIZED AJATMAN ARE MAHAJNANIS 

* 

The fact that - “Those, who are not Mahatma (noble or 
holy), are not scholars and are totally outside the Vedanta spiri¬ 
tual science - such low-grade people with Alpaprajha (low intel¬ 
ligence, wisdom) cannot possibly comprehend this Paramartha 
Tattwa” - has been mentioned here. Whosoever they may be - 
those who have got the conviction of the type - “This is proper, 
correct in this way alone” - with regard to Paramartha which is 
Aja and Samya - they only are recognized in this world to be 
the Mahaprajhas (great erudite scholars), who are supposed to 
have cognized the Tattwa which is supremely great (Niratishaya) 

f 

and Aparicchinna (indivisible, impartible). The Sruti is saying : 

-fei ^[f miFfflr ¥ Wi (Bri. 1 -4-10), meaning 

- “Even now he who cognizes in the manner - ‘This Brahman 

alone I am’ - he alone will become all this.” Th? common run 
of people who are having their mind steeped in desires and 
proclivities of duality cannot possibly cognize, comprehend this 
path of the Jnanis. This is just like - the person who is dreaming 
cannot comprehend the state of a wakeful person. For this con¬ 
clusion Smritis like Srf ^ I *tPt gSJ-cM'KW 

II* (Moksha Dharma 293-23), meaning - “In the path of 
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one, who is the Atman of all creatures, beings, who provides 
what is beneficial to all beings - even the deities lose their way, 
for, they are searching for the footprints in a region where there 

are no footsteps”. (?), < ‘ 3 TT fM 

tlFIT (Gita 2-69) - meaning - “Just as in the sky (the 

footprints of) the birds (are not visible, in the same way the 
Jnanis’ Swarupa) is incomprehensible ; “That which is night for 
all creatures, in that one who is engrossed in, identified with 
Paramatma Taltwa - he is reallv awake” - are authoritative 

•s 

sources. 

Meaning : “It is said that among the Dharmas who are 
birthless, this Ajajhana (Intuitive Knowledge which is birthless) 
exists without getting Samkranta (transferred). Jnana does not 
go anywhere else, is it not so ? Due to this, it is said to be 
Asanga (detached). 

THE JNANA OF AJATMAN IS ATMABHINNA (NON-DIFFERENT 

FROM ONE’S SELF) 

(Question) : How can it be said that they are Mahajnanis ? 
Why is it that this is not known to the rest ? “That which is 
Aja is Jneya ; that Sadhana (instrument, means) which enables 
us to cognize It is Jnana ; one who has verily attained the 
Ajatmajnana is Jnatru” - in this manner their Jnana also exists 
divided in categories like Jnatru, Jnana, Jneya, is it not ? It being 
so, their Jnana too is Parichhinna (divisible) Jnana alone, is it not 
so ? 

(Answer) : Because it is not different, apart from 
Advayatman, from the standpoint of the Jhatmswarupa of Atmans 
who are the Aja, that is, never bom, Dharmas (Jivas, beings) - 
Jnana (Intuitive Knowledge, Pure Consciousness) is Aja (birthless) 
alone, without being different or separate from Jnatrus - just as 
the heat and light that exists in the sun is not different, separate 
from him - in the same way, It is apart without joining or 
combining with another entity or object. In fact, Dharmas who 
are different from ‘Jnatru’ do not exist at all. Therefore, thus 
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Jnana existing in the Atmans who are Aja - just as the Jnana 
or knowledge of the ignorant people mixes or associates itself 
with the Jneya (object to be known) which is different from them 

- does not blend with them, and hence that Jnana is called 
‘Asanga’ (unattached, detached). 

Previously what was stated as - “Jnana which is like Akasha 
or empty space” - was for this reason alone. Because everything 
is the effect (product) of Akasha, it is not possible to say that 
Akasha is conjoined with another object ; similarly, because there 
is nothing whatsoever which exists apart from Ajatmaswarupa 
and since everything is verily the Swarupa of Jnatru - those who 
have cognized It have cognized Akhanda Chinmatra Tattwa (the 
Absolute Reality which is immutable, whole Pure Consciousness) 
which is non-different from Ajatmaswarupa by means of Jnana 

- meaning, they have cognized by means of Pure, Absolute 
Intuitive Experience alone - their Jnana is said to be Asanga 
(unattached). Therefore, that statement that they are Mahajnanis 
is correct indeed. 

3l¥5?Tcn *KI HlfW PhJjdlSicKui^fa: ||^3|| 

Meaning : “To one who has not cognized (It) 
even though a little of Vaidharmya (dissimilarity) occurs, 
Asangatwa (non-attachment) never exists ; then where is the 
question of saying that he has no Avaranachyuti (removal of 
covering) ?” 

FOR DVAITINS THERE IS NO ASANGATWA ; THEY ARE 
ALWAYS AJNAS (IGNORANT) ALONE 

For the rest of the people who have not cognized Ajadvaya 
Brahmatman, although a little bit of Jnana of dissimilarity with 
regard the Tattwa accrues, in such a cognition of the nature of 
Ajnana some other extraneous thing always gets conjoined and 
hence there can never possibly-be any Asangatwa ; it being so, 
how at all can the removal or destruction of Ajnanavarana (cov¬ 
ering of ignorance) occur ? The Sruti states : - 

jf??! I 3W tTPT *FT *raftT’ (Tai. 2-7) - meaning, “When this person 
thinks of even the least bit of difference, then he begets fear”. 
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Therefore, one should not imagine even the least bit of differ¬ 
ence. 

3W<*llcKU||: I 

<HI<$ IIVII 

Meaning : “All Dharmas are verily devoid of Avarana 
(cover) ; by nature itself they are Nirmala (pure). From the 
beginning they are Buddha (knowers), Muktas (liberated). 
Because they are capable, they are cognizers.” 

AJNANAVARANA ALSO IS NOT 
PARAMARTHIKA (ABSOLUTELY REAL) 

(Question) : Because it is said : “Dvaitins have no escape 
fiom Avarana”, it amounts to saying that in your philosophy 
Avarana ’ (cover) is accepted by you. Is it true ? 

(Answer) : No. To no Dharma (Atman, being) there is any 
Avarana (covering of Avidya) whatsoever. We are not saying that 
Atmans have a Bandha (bondage) of the type of covering of 
Avidya etc. and that by an effort they should get rid of it ; in 
fact, all Atmans (Jivas) in their very essence of Being are 
Nirmala (pure) ; there is no need whatsoever of their getting 
purified by any Samskara (refinement). They are verily from the 
beginning Jnanis (Realized souls) ; there is no need whatsoever 
of destroying Ajnana (or Avidya) and then attaining afresh Jhana 
(Self-Knowledge). All of them from the beginning (eternally) are 
Vimuktas (liberated ones) ; there is no need whatsoever of their 
attaining afresh a state called ‘Mukti’. Thus all of them are verily 
of Nitya-shuddha-buddha-mukta-swabhava. 

Despite it being so, on the basis of (adopting the viewpoint 
of) Kalpitasamvriti we have said that - “By means of Jhana - 
Ajnana is removed, destroyed and after the Avarana gets removed 
(Chyuti) Moksha is attained.” That is all. Therefore, here there 
is no contradiction whatsoever. 

HOW IS IT PROPER TO SAY - “JNANIS COGNIZE” ? 

If a question of the type : “They are Mahajnanis ; what 
they have known, the common people cannot cognize” - (4-95) 
it was stated previously by you. How is it ? Those who are in 
the beginning Aprabuddha (devoid of awareness of Reality, i.e. 
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who are ignorant) later on attain the discriminative knowledge or 
cognition, is it not so ?” - is raised, to that our answer is : They 
(i.e. Mahajnanis) are having the capability of cognizing (the 
Ultimate Reality) ; in fact, their very essence of Being is en¬ 
dowed with the power or capability of Awareness, Conscious¬ 
ness. Therefore, we have said : “They cognize”. Don’t we say : 
“Being eternally of the essential nature of light, the sun ‘is 
shining’ ? Similarly, if we say that - ‘Those Mahajnanis, who are 
verily Jnanaswarupas, cognize’ - what is wrong ? Sometimes we 
say that the mountains, which never move about, are ‘standing’ 

- is it not so ? In the same way, we should discern here that 
those who are of the very essence of Jhanashakti (the power of 
being aware or conscious eternally) are said to be - “They 
cognize” - in a manner of speaking. 

Tit ’RlfadHJIWI 

Meaning : “The Jnana (Pure Consciousness) of Buddha 
(the Mahajnani, Realized soul) who is the all-pervading prin¬ 
ciple (cause of all creation) does not move out and reach the 
Dharmas. All Dharmas and Jnana also are like this alone. This 
truth the Buddha (the founder of the sect of Buddhism) has 
not taught.” 

THE ESSENTIAL NATURE OF JNANA IS 
ADVITlYA (NON-DUAL) 

(Question) : “Why cannot it be said that for the expression 

- “They cognize” - the meaning is : “They are having the action 
of cognizing ?” In the Gounaprayoga (usage in a secondary 
sense) of the type - “The mountains are standing” - because in 
the expressions used in a predominant sense of the type - “The 
horses are standing” - etc. the quality connoting a state of .the 
‘action of going’ - exists in the mountains too, it may be there 
by namesake. But - “Atmans are, in the predominant sense alone, 
cognizing” - thus why can’t we imagine ? 

(Answer) : The word ‘Tayin’ means ‘one who is pervading 
everywhere like the Akasha or empty space’. Thus for Jnana - 
which is Sarvavyapi (all-pervading), Paramartha (Absolutely, i.e. 
beyond the concepts of categories of time-space-causation, nay 
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beyond all duality, relativity), of the very essence of Aja-Advaya- 
Tattwa (birthless, non-dual Reality) - there is no need whatsoever 
of conjoining another object or entity and then cognizing It. For, 
It is Aja and Achala (immovable). Or, ‘Tayin’ may be inter¬ 
preted to mean ‘Pujya’ (venerable) or ‘Prajnavanta’ (having the 
Intuitive Knowledge of the Reality). The etymological derivation 

of this word coming from the root - viz. 93*1 - can 

thus be interpreted. In any case, since the Jnana of a Juani 
(Realized soul) is verily Advitiyatmaswarupa, there is no need 
whatsoever for It to get in contact, touch with an object and then 
to signify or help get its cognition. 

In the same way, because all the Atmans (beings) are 
Paramarthically Akashakalpas (misconceptions in empty space), 
they do not touch or contact another object; at the beginning of 

this chapter it was stated : I 

^ 55 :’ - (4-1), the purport of which is - “Jnatru-Jrieya-Jnana - all 

these are all-pervading” - is it not so ? What was stated in the 
Upakrama (beginning) is being concluded in the Upasamhara 
(concluding verse). This entity called ‘Brahmatma Tattwa’ is 
- like the Akasha or empty space - Achala, Avikriya, 
Niravayava, Nitya, Advitiya, Asanga, Adrishya, Agrahya, that 
which is devoid of hunger, thirst and such other defects - of 
the essential nature of Jnana, is it not so ? Therefore, the 
illustration, analogy of the empty space thus being given is quite 
reasonable indeed. This teaching is implicit in the Sruti statement 

- (Bri. 4-3-23), meaning - “For the sight of the seer there 
is no lapse or extinction whatsoever ; for, It is Avinashi (inde¬ 
structible). There is nothing second to It which is apart from It 
and which is different from It ; only if such a second thing 
exists, one can possibly see, is it not so ?” 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ADVAITAJNaNAVADA 
AND THE BUDDHISTS’ JNANAVADA 

This Advayajnana -has not been taught by Buddha, i.e. 
Gautama Buddha (the founder of Buddhism). It is true that what 
he had preached - to wit, he had refuted the external objects and 
had imagined that Vijnana (intellectual awareness) alone exists - 
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is very close to Advaitavastu (non-dual Absolute Reality). How 
is that which he had taught was close to Advayavastu (of Vedanta) 
? - The answer is : For, in his doctrine Vijnana alone is suitable 
to carry on the transactions of Jnana-Jneya without any depen¬ 
dence on the Bahyartha (external objects) ; this reason is quite 
close to, as also partly acceptable to, Vedanta when it is com¬ 
pared with the opinion of the Bahyarthavadins (Realists). But 
because by this very Yukti - without any dependence whatsoever 
on Kshanikavijnana - by virtue of Avidya alone it can be 
established that all Pramana-Prameya-Vyavahara is carried on - 
it is determined that Advaita which is Prapanchopashama (in 
which the world of duality is extinct), Shiva (auspicious) exists 
; for this reason alone, we are saying that their Vijnanavada 
is close to Advayavastu. That is all ; but here Shri Gaudapada 
has not at all opined that either the Buddhistic philosophy or 
Kshanika Vijnanavada is close to Advaita Vedanta. The Buddhis¬ 
tic doctrine is negating the Vyavaharika Anubhava (empirical 
experiences of everyone) and thereby assuming and teaching that 
the external objects do not exist, is it not so ? That doctrine is 
not accepted at all here - thus we have to understand. 

As regards the doctrine of Sarvashunyavadins (Nihilists - 
another sect among the Buddhists who propound that everything 
is Absolutely essenceless) it undertakes to show, prove merely on 
the basis of Yukti (logical arguments) diat - “All substances are 
Nihswabhava (essenceless).” But mere Yukti has nowhere finality 
and hence they have no scope - even the least bit - of advocating 
the Advayajnanavada (the theory of non-dual Intuitive Knowl¬ 
edge) ; for that reason we have not considered it here in detail 
at all. In fact, the teaching that - “Advaitajnana which is Paramartha 
is expounded exclusively in the Upanishads” - is very close to, 
dear to the heart of Shri Gaudapada. 

30. COMPLETE HARMONY IN THE TEACHINGS 

OF THE FOUR PRAKARANAS 

ALL THE PRAKARANAS EXPOUND AJADVAYA TATTWA 

ALONE 

Here what the true seeker has to carefully, cautiously dis¬ 
criminate (ratiocinate) and ascertain is : In the Agama Prakarana 
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on the basis of examining the three states of Consciousness the 
three metres (letters) of Omkara were analysed and the 
Advayatattwa - which is extremely different from Abhidhana 
(name) and Abhidheya (named object), which is not accessible to 
speech and mind, which is devoid of any mental concepts like 
Antahprajnatwa (internal awareness), and Bahiprajnatwa (external 
awareness) etc., which is Ajanidrasvapa (devoid of birth, sleep 
and dream) - was determined following the instructions of the 
Upanishads alone. In the Vaitathya Prakarana that very same 
Nirvikalpatma Tattwa was demonstrated by means of Upapatti 
(logical devices) and it was taught that that very Atma Tattwa, 
which is Prapanchopashama, Sliiva and Advaya should be cognized 
by the true seeker to be his very essence of Pure Being and that 
he should get himself established in It. In the Advaita Prakarana 
also it was expounded that Advaita alone is Safy« (Real) and then 
-for the benefit of the Madhyamadhikaris (middle-grade qualifiers) 

- as a subtle device adopted to get oneself established in the 
Brahmaswarupa - the Manonigraha (complete cessation of the 
mind and its merger in Atman) was taught and it was concluded 
that Ajadvayatma Tattwa alone is the Supreme Truth. In this 
fourth Alatashanti Prakarana, especially, by virtue of the dif¬ 
ferences of opinion among various disputants it was shown as to 
how the truth that - ‘Ajadvayatma Tattwa alone is Paramartha” 

- gets evolved and at the end of the Chapter once again utilizing 
his own methodology of the form of Avasthatraya it was proved 
that - “Aj advaya Brahma Siddhanta is, in all respects and always, 
inviolable, irrefutable.” Therefore, between the Upakrama and 
Upasmahara there is complete harmony - this fact gets evolved 
and established. 

‘IN THIS VERSE THERE IS ADOPTION OF BUDDHISTIC DOC¬ 
TRINE’ - IS AN IRRELEVANT STATEMENT 

In this manner when the Shastrartha (the Ultimate Truth 
propounded by the scriptural texts) is being established from the 
teachings of all the four Chapters, some people with a pride that 
they are research scholars, unable to detect the difference be¬ 
tween Boudhaprasthana Siddhanta (the spiritual teaching based on 
Buddhistic methodology) and Vedantaprasthana Siddhanta, as also 
some others, who profess to be Vedantins who are having a 
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staunch affinity in proving the greatness of their respective school 
of philosophy, are affirming that : 

(1) In the Gaudapada Karikas at various places the Yuktis 
which are found in Buddhistic texts are seen to be copied. (2) 
Between the Pada (words), Vakya (sentences) found in various 
Buddhistic texts and some Padavakyas found in this text there is 
a pronounced literal similarity to be seen. Therefore, there is 
scope for inferring that - “Shri Gaudapadacharya also was either 
a Buddhistic preceptor or a ‘Pracchannabouddha’ (pseudo-Bud¬ 
dhist) who had a reverential attitude towards Buddhistic teachings 
and was going about as a Vedantacharya.” Not being satisfied 
with this much of derogatory comment, some research scholars, 
who have undertaken an academic analysis of the teachings as 
propounded in certain ancient texts, have even ventured to show 
that it is not possible at all to ascertain whether an independent 
author by name ‘Gaudapadacharya’ existed or not ! 

In order to silence all these critics this one penultimate 


verse of the Alatashanti Prakarana is sufficient. For, 




, meaning - ‘This is not a topic which Buddha taught” 

- this sentence emphatically proclaims that - “Vijnana (Intuitive 
Knowledge) which is devoid of divisions like Jnatru-Jneya-Jnana 
and which is of the essential nature of Kutastha Chaitanya (Im¬ 
mutable Absolute, Pure Consciousness) has been taught only 
(exclusively) in Vedanta” - both in the Upakrama (preamble) and 
the Upansamhara (conclusion). It being so, who at all can pos¬ 
sibly say that Vedanta Siddhanta is similar to the Siddhanta of 
Buddhists who are Kshanika Vijnanavadins ? 

For this sentence some present-day scholars like Prof. 
Vidhushekhar Bhattacharya etc. have written a commentary 
and that is : Because Sarvadharmas (all religious, .righteous 
qualities) and Jnana is known to all the people, these have not 
been taught by Buddha ; these are phenomena which exist from 
time immemorial. What is to be understood, discerned by each 
one by himself is not taught ; it is not possible also to do so 
; whether Tatbagatas (enlightened beings) are bom or not, the 
Dharmata (righteousness) of Dharmas (beings) does not get evolved. 
It exists invariably at all times and hence this is not what Buddha 
has taught afresh. 
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It is not possible for this commentary to be suitable or 
correct. For, the question - ‘Whether this has been taught by 
Buddha or not ?’ - is not at all relevant here in this context 
Whether Buddha has taught it or not - irrespective of that - those 
who are Vaidikas (people having implicit faith in the teachings 
of the Vedas which are said or believed to be given unto the 
world by the Lord Himself) cannot possibly believe that his 
teachings are Paramartha. Hence, if we say that Shri 
Gaudapadacharya has written that - “This (truth) has not been 
taught by Buddha” - then the wise people may think (interpret) 
that - “Because he has stated some peculiar, irrelevant thing, we 
need not take that into our reckoning.” Therefore, instead of 
discarding what has been actually stated thus by the author and 
imagining needlessly what has not been stated, if we comment 
in the manner > “A Jnani’s Jnana does not go out and associate 
Itself with anybody’s religious teachings ; in the same way, 
because all Atmans are Ananya (non-different, identical with) the 
all-pervasive Jnana, they cannot possibly associate themselves 
with anything else” - then not only there will be full agreement 
or concord between Upakrama and Upasamhara but also it be¬ 
comes folly reconciled with the Sruti statement - “Where there 
exists Advaita with what, what else can He possibly see ? ... ” 

- (Bri. 2-4-14). Apart from this, by this statement it amounts to 
depicting (confirming) that - “This Jnana is not that which been 
taught by Buddha” - i.e. the extreme difference that exists be¬ 
tween the Buddhistic philosophy and this ancient Vedanta phi¬ 
losophy. Therefore, the true seekers should conclude and get 
convinced that here in this context there is no scope for any fake, 
irrelevant commentary. 

HERE THE EXTREME DIFFERENCE THAT EXISTS BETWEEN 
BUDDHISTIC DOCTRINES AND VEDANTIC TEACHINGS HAS 

BEEN FULLY CLARIFIED 

In addition to this, in this Alatashanti Prakarana after 
solving (i.e. refuting) the doctrines of the Realists that - “The 
external objects exist” - by means of the Vijnanavadin’s Yuktis 
and then the latter’s doctrines are also refuted by using his (i.e. 
the Vijnanavadin’s) own Yuktis alone by reiterating the statement 

- '■ii’Mcl - (4-28), meaning - “Therefore, Chitta also is 
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not bom” - to drive home the tenet that the Vijhana (awareness) 
also, which has a different name of ‘Chitta’ is Aja, Asahga, 
Advayatman. Because all Atmans are verily of the essential 
nature of Aja-Advaya-Atman, by their very nature they are of 
Nitya-shuddha-buddha-mukta-swarupa - this truth has been clari¬ 
fied. At various places repeatedly the defects that are to be found 
in the Asatkaryavada, which is acceptable to the Buddhists, are 
revealed. As against this, the geniune spiritual teachings of our 
own Vedantic philosophy - which states that : “The Tattwa 
which is Sat is bom due to Maya” - is affirmed. This teaching 

which is in consonance with the Sruti : pHncI* - 

(Though not bom, in manifold ways He keeps on being bom) - 
how at all and in what manner is it possible to assert that such 
a philosophy is equal to, or similar to, either Kshanika 
Vijnanavada of Nairatmyavadins (disputants who reject the ex¬ 
istence of Atman or the Self as Pure Being-Consciousness) or the 
doctrinaire theory of those (Nihilists or Shunyavadins) who 
revere Pratityasamutpada (dependent origination) and assert that 
everything is verily Shunya (essenceless) ? This question should 
be deliberated upon Intuitively by the research scholars (who 
wish to cognize the Tattwa). 

IN THIS PRAKARANA WHAT IS THE REASON FOR 
FOLLOWING THE SHABDAS (WORDS) AND 
YVKTIS (LOGICAL DEVICES) FOUND IN BUDDHISTIC TEXTS 

In this Chapter in order to depict the fact that there 
exists an extreme difference between the methodology of 
Buddhism and the methodology of Vedanta in a clear-cut 
manner so as to loom large before everyone, Shri Gaudapada 
has used those respective individual statements of the Bud¬ 
dhists with a totally different meaning altogether. Shri 
Badarayanacharya, the author of ‘Shariraka Mimamsa Sutras’, has 
used in that highly logic-oriented text Paribhashika Shabdas (tech¬ 
nical terms) like ‘ Pratyaksha ’ (perceptual knowledge), ‘ Anumana ’ 
(inferential knowledge), 1 Pradhana ’ (primordial or primeval matter 
before creation) etc. in order to signify the Sruti (Upanishads), 
Smiiti (works of individual sages), Brahman (the Absolute, Tran¬ 
scendental Reality beyond all empirical transactions or duality), 
respectively ; in the same way, here also we should discern (the 
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fact that Shri Gaudapada has used these apparantly Buddhistic 
terms to wean away those misguided people towards the true 
Vedantic Knowledge). The real purport behind his usage of some 
queer Yuktis which the Buddhists have presented as also some 
of their illustrations being quoted here is to show (drive home) 
clearly that their Yuktis are opposed to their own Yuktis and 
teachings. All these aspects were discussed and depicted in the 
introductory Chapter itself and hence on this count too here the 
true seeker should discern that there is no scope whatsoever even 
to doubt that there is similarity between the Buddhistic doctrines 
and the Vedantic teachings (much less, to surmise that Shri 
Gaudapada has borrowed or copied the Buddhistic methodology 
; for, the two methodologies are poles apart). 

INVOCATION AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE TREATISE 

«l«i (iWKSHJ 

Meaning : “That Pada (blissful state) - which, being 
very difficult to attain, highly profound (serene), Aja, Samya, 
Visharada, is devoid of Nanatwa (manifoldness) - cognizing 
such a Pada we salute It to the best of our might or strength. 

SALUTATION THROUGH EULOGIZATION OF THE 
PARATAT*JWA (ABSOLUTE, TRANSCENDENTAL REALITY) 

At the beginning of this Prakarana Grantha (an individual’s 
treatise), studying the Upanishad alone the Agama Prakarana has 
been started. Because for the Upanishad at the beginning there 
was Omkara alone, by its very study and remembrance alone it 
was tantamount to the author having invoked (the Paratattwa) at 
the beginning of the treatise. Now, because the Tattwa which is 
Nityanirastadvaita (eternally non-extinct, non-dual) has been de¬ 
cided, determined by means of Agama (traditional methodology 
of teaching the Ultimate Reality) and Upapatti (reasoning in 
consonance with universal experience), Shri Gaudapada is observ¬ 
ing, performing the traditional Mangala (auspicious conclusion) 
through eulogy : 
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Durdharsha, means - ‘Because all the four-cornered logical 
paradigm of the type of 'Asti, Nasti (exists, does not exist) etc. 
which were previously mentioned are non-existing, those people 
who are following their own respective doctrines and are arguing 
out - though they are scholars - they are not able to cognize this 
Tattwa ; and hence it is too difficult to reckon. Thus it has been 

stated in the Sruti : *«f - (He is too difficult to 

be cognized ; He* is one who has entered into an impervious 
place which is secret, highly obstruse, estoric). ‘Atigambhira’ 
means : For those who have not acquired the necessary Intuitive 
Knowledge - to such people, It is fathomless, deep like an 

ocean, extremely difficult to enter into. In the Sruti : 

(Taittiriya Narayanapanna) - it is stated that : “Just 
like the deep ocean is difficult to enter deep into, this Tattwa, 
which is still interior even to Avyakrita (i.e. the unmanifested 
seed form of the manifested world of duality), only Rishis (sages) 
who are Jnanis can possibly cognize.” 

What is the reason for this Tattwa to be Durdharsha and 
Atigambhira ? The answer is : This is Aja, Samya and Visharada. 
‘Aja’ means - devoid of Janma and such other changes, mutations 
; ‘Samya’ means - because It is Nirvayava (without parts, com¬ 
ponents) It is that Reality devoid of such incongruities, disparities 
of having parts, components ; ‘Visharada’ means - because It is 
Asahga, It is Pure without having any contact with anything else. 
Apart from this, being Ananatwa, meaning - devoid of the 
differences of Jnatru, Jnana, Jiieya, It is Akhanda (a massive 
continuum) Chaitanya (Pure, Absolute Consciousness). 

How at all a Tattwa of such an essence of Pure Being be 
perceptible to people steeped in the viewpoint of duality who are 
always seeing distinctively this duality which is variedly divided 
? Despite it being so, because It is the Atman (very Self, core 
of Being) for everyone, is of the essence of Nityabddha (eternally 
aware), It is always Self-effulgent alone. To those who are 
engrossed in perceiving the external objects and dealing with 
them this Tattwa appears to be Durdharsha and Atigambhira. But 
to those who have earned, acquired the benign grace of the 
preceptor, the Sastra and Paramatman there does not exist any¬ 
thing else whatsoever which is more Sudarsha (clearly perceptible 
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or Intuited) and Supravesha (easy to enter into or fathom). As 

stated in the Vedic sentence : wf ^ (Tai. 

Narayanapanna 1-3-6) - meaning, - ‘Those who are knowledge¬ 
able It is always visible.” 

Cognizing such a Tattwa and attaining Its very Swarupa, we 
are saluting that ‘Pada’ (sutble or serene state). How at all can 

anybody salute this Tattwa which the Sruti describes as - 

aiarasrf, 3TOT3T, stem, - (Mandukya 7) ? The 

answer is : Though in Its very essence of Being It is Avyavaharya 
(not available for any empirical transactions, beyond all empirical 
dealings) alone, we are making it perceptible to our empirical 
dealings and that form alone we salute. Although It is non-dual 
without anything else as second to It, when seen from the 
Vyavahara Drishti alone It appears to all Pratyayas (mental con¬ 
cepts) ; in fact, whatever is perceptible to all the senses always 

r 

is verily that very Pada - thus following the Sastra Drishti, being 
engrossed in Its Being, seeing (Intuiting) that Tattwa alone we 
salute that Pada - in order to signify this fact, the qualifying 
statement that - “to the best of our capacity, ability (we 
salute)” - is mentioned. 

THE QUINTESSENCE OF THE MANGALASHLOKAS MEN¬ 
TIONED BY THE BHASHYAKARA (I.E. SHRI 6 AN KARA) 

4HHpMfH4W ^ MfdHTii 

SALUTATION TO P ARAB RAHMAN 

The purport of this invocation is : (a) Although Brahman 
which is familiar in Vedantic literature is Itself Aja alone, by dint 
of Its Aishwarya Yoga, meaning, by a relationship with Its 
Mayashakti which is in Its full control - It has assumed a 
relationship with birth ; to wit, It appears in both the forms as 
Sthavara Jangama (stationary and moving) creatures and 
Chetanachetana (sentient' and insentient) beings. Just as deities, 
sages etc. by virtue of their magical powers, without desiderating 
the help of any other accessory, merely by meditation or contem¬ 
plation acquire whatever forms they like, in the same way this 
Brahman, for the sake ot showering Its benign grace on the 
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spiritual practitioners, merely by Its wish, volition assumes vari¬ 
ous forms and thereby has acquired Mayajanmas. (b) Though It 
is Agati as also Kutastha and Achala, without there being any 
cause-effect categories It is Gatimanta (endowed with the capac¬ 
ity of going anywhere) - to wit, Gantru (one who goes), Gantavya 
(the act of going and reaching a region), Gati (going) - this 
division i.e. the Gatitrayavibhaga (three divisions of transmigra¬ 
tion or going) like Devayana, Pitruyana, Kshudrajanma - this 
Tattwa has assumed. In the same way, (c) though It is Eka (one, 
non-dual) without anything second to It, It is having Anekatwa 
(manifoldness) - meaning, Jivas, Jagat, Iswara - such forms It has 
assumed. 

These Janma, Gati - mentioned above - are not states when 
observed from the Paramartha Drishti ; from the ignorant, de¬ 
luded viewpoint of people who are perceiving the various objects 
in their external viewpoint due to Samvriti alone this is appar¬ 
ently like that. Such a Mayajanma (illusory birth) etc. is being 
referred to by the Sruti also. Although It is appearing in all such 
ways to people with a deluded viewpoint, It is capable of de¬ 
stroying the fear of those who surrender unto It and salute It - 
to wit. It destroys their Avidya which is the root cause for all 
kinds of duality, diversity. In fact, by Its benign grace alone they 
attain the Intuitive Experience of the type - “I am myself that 
Brahman alone which is Aja, Ajara, Amara, Amrita.” ‘Such a 
Brahman I salute’ - is the purport of the verse. 

IRII 

SALUTATION TO THE GRAND-PRECEPTOR 

The purport of this verse is : Aviratajananagrahaghoare, 
meaning, that which is dreadful since it is full of cruel crocodiles 
of the type of continuously (without interruption) obtaining vari¬ 
ous bodies - in such an ocean of Samsara, seeing the creatures 
who are getting drowned in it, by means of his Prajna (Intuitive 
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Knowledge) as the churning rod or pole - in the ancient times 
by churning the ocean of milk called ‘Veda’, from it by the grace 
of Sbriman Narayana what was earned by hard work - this 
Amrita called ‘Brahmajnana’ - which was not got even by the 
deities who had acquired the Amrita (ambrosia) from the 
Amritamathana - that preceptor who took it out and gave it to 
the Jivas who were immersed in Samsara out of compassion - 
to that revered preceptor by name, Shri Gaudapadacharya, and 
grand preceptor who has been also revered by all - I pour my 
salutations at His feet. 

|W*$«M-il*c|Rl sIKfl* II 

TR'IRraiftRlHi $l4lm 

II9II 

SALUTATIONS TO THE PRECEPTOR 

The purport implicit in this verse is : In the dreadful ocean 
of the type of repeated births to me who was getting drowned 
and floating - thus I was suffering ; the darkness of my heart 
was removed completely by the brilliance of the light of whose 
feet, to those who have taken refuge at whose feet Tattwashravana 
(listening to discourses on the Absolute Reality), which is of 
greater value than everything else, Shanti (peace), Vinaya (humil¬ 
ity) accrued - to the feet of such a preceptor, Shri 
Govindapadacharya who drives away the fear of Samsara - with 
all my devotion I salute. 
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His works are characterised by vast and deep schol¬ 
arship, clear and precise perception and an attractive and 
lively style. His authentic interpretation of Sankara has been 
greatly recognized by both the East and the West. He was 
not just a rare and accomplished individual but a mighty 
and magnificent institution. 

About This Book 

Shri Gaudapada has established by taking as his cen¬ 
tral authoritative source the Mandukya Upanishad, which 
though smallest in size (only 12 Mantras or verses) among 
all the Upanishads yet the most famous one, the following 
profound Siddhanta by means of logic fully in consonance 
with Anubhava (universal Intuitive Experience) : “On the 
support of Anubhava of Avasthatraya or three states of 
consciousness, Atman of all of us is verily Ajadvaya Brah¬ 
man alone which is Nityaniravastha or eternally devoid of 
any state ; That alone is the Paramartha satya”. Further, he 
has not only clarified as to what exactly is- the wide 
difference between the predominantly perverted logic - 
orinted Vijnanavadis and Shunyavada, on the one hand, 
and Vedanta on the other, but also has convinced all true 
seekers about the facts that : (a) Vain logic can never stand 
its ground all through ; (b) all the devices adopted by the 
logically-oriented Darshanas or schools of philosophy are 
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